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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This '13 the fourth quarterly report of WRAIR research
evaluating the human dimensions of the Unit Manning System (UMS)
and the light infantry division concept. This repart
concentrates almost exolusively on battalion rcitation and unit
replacement issues pertaining to the UMS. Chapter I provides the
background for this research, and sketches the six related but
distinct areas of research activity in the WRAIR effort.
Chapters 11 through VI provide detailed analyses and
recommendations.

The COHORT concept works. Both survey and interview data at
two points in time continue to show small but consistent
differences in horizontal cohesion in favor of COHORT units.
This finding is not remarkable; it simply confirms what all
experienced commanders already know: the longer soldiers train
together the better they know one another, and the better they
perform.

Remarkable is the persistence of these differences despite
almost every type of organizational chaos the Army could throw at
COHORT units. COHORT units rotated between Europe and CONUS, and
remained better bonded than nonCOHORT uaitz. COHORT units
endured pronounced leader turbulence, and remained better
bonded. COHORT units took up new equipment or resumed using old
equipment, yet remained better bonded. COHORT units lived with
conflicting information, rumors, resent=ents (usually by their
NCOs), and local disregard of the DA personnel policies, and
remained better bonded. The enhanced horizontal bonding in
COHORT units is remarkable because it endures despite events and
actions most 1kely to undermine Lit. Because it is robust--in
view of the countervailing forces--the mere presence of
differences favoring COHORT is all the more impressive.

In the rotation experience the Army also found a zecond way
to create higher levels of' horizontal cohesion. Tn. USAREUR
battalions (and one CONUS battalion) simply had their personnel
stabilized with the expectation thy would serve together for
some period of time after return to CONUS. Even these stabilized
units showed levels of horizontal cohesion comparable with OSUT
trained and stabilized units.

Why this happened remains a puzzle. If the task of creating
cohesive units were as simple as pronouncing them stabilized, the
Army would have solved the cohesion problem long ago. One
possible explanation is that these units had definite tasks that
were important, meaningful, motivating and which required well
organized leadership. They continued training, then readied and
turned in all equipment, then rotated between OCONUS and CONUS.
The ta3K3, tneretore, allowed these units to overcome the l:ader
and information turbulence exerienced by OSUT trained COHORT



units. Without a demanding mission like equipment modernization
or rotation, simple stabilization may not have had the observed
esreet.

This is not the whole story, however. Observations and
interviews indicate that work life in these units was
qualitatively different following stabilization. Apparently the
expeotation of continued service with the same people permitted
the exchange of equipment and expertise across platoons and
companies in more ways and with greater frequency than before
stabilization was announced. Whatever the reason, the experience
of the stabilized units calls into question whether OSUT training
is necessary for improving horizontal cohesion in Army units.

Battalion rotation was successful. Extensive interview and
observational data confirm that the Army can rotate battalions
with few untoward effects on soldiers, their familles, or
communities. Two major lessons emerge from the battalion
rotation experiment.

The first is the inability of the Army to learn from such
experiences. Each unit and community faced the rotation problem
alone, as if they were the only unit rotating, and as if the Army
had never attempted anything like it before. Consequently, some
of the same mtstakes made in the earlier company rctations were
repeated in the battalion rotat:.ons. The Army is not through
with battalion sized rotations; a number -of Apache helicopter
battalions will eventually rotate to Europe. They, too, will no
doubt also start from scratch, -unmindful that many problems have
already been addressed and solved.

The second lesson learned is that a rotation is a peacetime,
unit, per'2anent change-of-statlon move. It is not a
deployment. This distinction is important because the planning
and operational tasks involved in moving a large group or
soldiers and their families requires an enormous amount of time
and energy spread over a prolonged period of time. It is the
distinction between "taking a trip" and "moving."

Without the additional star. resources necessary to
accomplish the move, the units participating in the rotation were
forced to devote staff time and energy to this tasic, often at
cost to their operational and training duties. In Most oases the
primary burden tell on the battalion executive officers. Their
performances were outstanding but the costs were high (i.e., the
disruption of their normal duties and the personal stress they
experienced in trying to manage two full-time Jobs).

In addition, some senior officers and staff planners lost
sight of the fact that, unlike a deployed unit, a rotating unit
must have sufficient time to settle-Ln after its arrival and

""t ' iQaa&e ajor training actLvities. For the sake of
gaining a few additional days of post-rotation field training,
some units placed their unsettled soldiers and Camilies in very
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stressful situations. Over the course of the previous company
COHORT rotations to USAREUR, we learned that those units which
took adequate time to resettle families after the rotation
generally outperformed those units that rushed into training
activities. We expect to see the same findlngs replicated here.

The most worrisome policy implication of this report lies in
the unit replacement data. Interviews and observations reveal
very litzle appreciation by battalion commanders and their senior
staff and no appreciation on the part of first sergeants and
company commanders and other small unit cadre regarding the
importance of capitalizing on buddy knowledge to enhance unit
cOhesion0  Many of these leaders seem oblivious to the
possibilities of cross-leveling within companies to create places
for replacement packets. Given their druthers, they prefer to

.fill spaces in total disregard of faces. Unless this mindset is
changed, the whole UVS experience will melt back into the
individual replacement system it was designed to eliminate.

Changing personnel practices at battalion and company levels
will not be easy. The U.S. Army has operated on an indlvtdual
replacement model since 1917; few company grade officers or NCOs
imagine doing business any other way. tt is one thing to raise
and deploy COHORT companies and battalions which can be done as a
matter of policy. It is something else to teach small unit
commander3 how to use intact replacement packets. ?6oicy 0and
pronouncements have little effect this low in the Army
organization where COHORT policy Is presently circumvented with
cynical disregard.

In summary, the ex1stIng data from the WRAIR evaluation of
the human dimensions of the UMS lend strong support to three
conclusions:

(1) The Army can create battalions that exhibit enhanced
horizontal cohesion either by estaolishing companies with OSUT
trained soldiers or by stabilizing personnel and giving them
challenging, real =Izilo3ns.

(2) The Army can rotate battalions without destroying
horizontal cohesion, and in the process by stabilizing cadre
the Army zan enhance performance across companies and staff
sections.

(3) The whole UMS experiment is in Jeopardy if battalIon and
company commanders cannot capitalize on the cohesion potential
of replacement packets of soldiers who already know one another
when they arrive at the company or battery.

3



Chapter I

Background and Overview

LTC Larry H. Ingraham, Ph.D.
and

LTC James A. Martin, Ph.D.



Background

In 1981 the U.S. Army instituted the New Manning System
(NMS) and In 1986 renamed this program The Unit Manning System
(CMS). The 'Primary objective of this program was to enhance
potential combat etfectiveness through the reduction Of personnel
turbulence. By creating more stable units, the Army hoped to:
(1) enhance unit training, (Z) reduce the potential for stress-
related _-aakdovn in combat by promoting interpersonal bonding
among soldLers as well as between soldiers and theIr leaders, (3)
Increase the soldier's identification with his unit and his
commitment to the unit's mission, and (4) develop a greater sense
Of esprit do corps among unit members and unit families.

The original MKS program was composed of two independent
sub-systems: the U.S. Army Regimental System and the COHORT
(Cohesion, Operational Readiness, and Training) Unit Movement
System. WRAIR's research activities tar3et on the COHORT Unit
Movement System and this report tocuses or the human dilensions
associated with thC implementation of the COHORT system.

The COHORT t7nit Movement Sstem

The COHORT unit movement system was designed to keep
soldiera and their leaders together in the same units for
extended periods of time. First term soldiers, who had their
Initial Army training experience as a group, called One Station
Unit Training (or OSUT), were matched with a cadre of officers
and NCOs to form a new company sized unit at a FORSCOM
installation. These COHORT units had a three-year life cycle
geared to the fLrst-term soldIer's enlistment. tn the majority
or cases, these units were deployed OCONUS for a part of the
unit's life cycle (18 months USAREUR or 1? months Korea).

In VT85 HQDA reorganized a number or combat battalions under
the COHORT Unit Movement System. This was a planned extension or
tne original IMS program. Eight battalions were formed under
somewnat modified COHORT models and these units rotated to and
from USAREUR during the s-.immer of 1986 (four units in CONUS
switched wItn four like- type units in USAREUR). There aize also
tour COHORT battalions which were rormed (with traditional COHORT
companies/batteries) as part of the 7th Infantry Division
(Light). These battalions are not currently scheduled to rotate
OCONUS.

4'



The HQDA NMS Refocused Field Evaluation

WRAIR scientists have had various degrees of involvyent In
the HQDA evaluation of the UMS since the beginning of this effort
In 1981. These efforts are highlighted in the November 1985 Unit
Manning System WRAIR Technical Report #1. In 1985 HQDA refocused
its evaluation effort and WRAIR assumed a major role in the
evaluation. This role involves several dlstlnct research
activities:

(1) Soldier survey. WRAIR, through TCATA and their BDM on-
station data collection agents, is conducting self-administered
attitudinal surveys among soldiers of selected COHORT and
monCO9ORT battalions and companies/batterles )oth in CONUS and
USARSUR (five iterations over three years). The primary
objectives of this effort are: (a) to develop reliable and valid
survey measures of cohesion (the various human dimensions thought
to be associated with unit combat readiness and individual
psychological sustainability in combat); and (b) to compare
CO•ORT and nonCOHORT units on these dimensions of cohesion over
time.

(2) Spouse survey. In October 1985, WRAIR began a panel
study of a sample of wives of COHORT and nonCOHORT soldiers.
This study built on ;re u WRAIR Family Unic res, arch and
investigated the relationship between family life and soldier
unit issues. Data collection involves three iterations of a
self-administered mailed survey over an 18-month period.

(3) Battalion rotation, family-unit-community study. This
descriptive study, which began in October 1985, involves an in
depth look at battalion rotation planning and implementation.
The study's purpose is to describe the impact of the rotation
process on unit members, their families, other community
residents, and the community.

(4) Unit interview.i. In October 19651, WRAI14R sciant.sts
began a series of unit visits designed to provide additional
qualitative information in support of the COHORT-nonCOHORT
comparisons. Three times over an 18-tonth period, extensive
individual and group interviews were conducted with selected
battalion commanders and their staffs, company/battery
commanders and their cadre, and selected groups of first-term
soldiers. Theae in depth interviews were designed to enhance the
interpretation of the survey data, and to allow WRAIR scientists
the opportunity to explore emerging issues in ways not possible
with sole reliance on a structured survey instrument.

(5) Battalion reconstitution, morale and cohesion. Under
the UMS, rotating battalions have stabilized personnel
assignments with augmentations made only at fixed Intervals.
"•k = oC mostiy tirst-term soldiers will be added to the
battalion at selected points; these packages will be squads,
platoons, and possibly companies of OSUT trained soldiers. Many
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of these soldiers will have trained together and will arrive at
the unit in cohesive groups with the expectation of remaining
together. These groups may be split up to meet the replacement
needs of the battalion. At the same time, battalion members will
have trained together for at least 18 months, and these units are
expected to be fairly cohesive. The implications for morale and
cohesion of integrating a new soldier package into an already
existing and cohesive group are not known. This project is to
describe the reconstitution and soc0alization process, and to
learn how they affect morale and cohesion.

(6) A study of the 7th Infantry Division (Light). An
associated OMS research effort is an extensive investigation of
the establishment of the Army's first light infantry division.
The research activities at Fort Ord involve: (a) an interview-
observational study over time of one COHORT battalion, (b) a
study of leadership issues across a number of COHORT units, and
(c) a study of family-unlt-c-mmunity issues related to the
establishment and operation or 4 light infantry division.

Overview

The following chapters (:I thirough 7I) of this fourto 44S
report focus on battalion ro.tation and unit replacemenst ssuez.
tn Chapter 11 LTC Martin and Dr. Mar-owe summarize interview and
observation data on the process of rotating battalions to or rrom
CONUS with particular attention to the perspective of soldiers.

The information makes clear that a peacetime, uii*t rotation
is very different from a unit deployment and that to adequately
plan and carry out a rotation requires additional staff resources
at the unit level and the adoption of a command mentality which
recognizes the settling-ia time required by families after any
permanent change of station move. Fallure to recognize these
issues resulted in overburdening key unit staff, primarily the
battalion executive officers, and it resulted in morale problems
when soldiers were forced to begin field training before they had
adequately settled their fanilies in the new aroa.

Martin and Narlowe also point out the role that activities
lika Force Modernization had In bu.lding cohesion, especially i1
units that were not built on the bases of i e common first-term
OSUT training experience.

In Chapter III LTC SchLeider summarizes observations on the
rotation experiences of rotating families a.d affected
communities. He points out tuhe critical role of companies in
both information dissemination and in sponsoring effective family
support groups. He further notes that wives groups were usually
aofectIve only In rotating bat:alions. As will be apparent in

S.~.jwivu. jruv requirec a rea.L world task to
provide group coherence.
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On the whole, LTC Schneider reports the battalion rotation
experiment was quite suOcessful. The morale of rotating wives
remained high, and many considered it their best Army move. What
problems there were focused on timely and accurate information
dissemination, perceptions of favored treatment in the gaining
communities, failure to share plans among communities. and
failure to ground family support aotivitte in the companies
rather than in the battalion.

Chapter IV reprints a lengthy exexcutive summary of a
comparative historical analysis of soldier replacement policies
written by Major Kozumplik, and reprinted he-e w1th his
permission. Kozumplik compared Infantry replacement systems
among the British, French, Germans. Japanese, and Americans over
the past 150 years. He arg4es convincingly that individual vs.
unit replacement is a false dIchotomi, since both are necessary.
The crucial point, in his analysis, is the necessity of first
linking the soldier with a large unit identity (like the
regiment) before worrying overly much about cohesion in the small
unit.

In Chapter 7 LTC Schneider see3 plenty to worry about
concerning replacements in company 2tzed units. $chnalda
reports observations from a quasi-experiment of Ina .ing
replacements into cohesive units during a major FTX. HIs
observations suggest COHORT units can rapidly assimilate
replacements, juat like conventionally organized units, but that
small unit leaders paid little attention to developing either
horizontal or vertical cohesion. He attributes the failure to
the Interchangeable part mentality oC the American Army which
Kozumplik dates from 1917, to Impltcit rules proscribing Informal
contacts among leaders and led, and to a faiture to recognize the
importance of small group ties in building and enhancing
psychoLogIcal readiness tor combat.

in Chapter 71 CPT Vaitkus provide. an update of the soldier
survey of cohesion which now includes two survey administrations.
Vaitkus shows that COHORT companies continue to show s3gnIfically
Sreater cohesion, although the differences at Time 2 were not at
great as at Time I. The interactions among comoat arms and
COJUS/OCONUS preclude simple interpretations.

When company sized units were ranked on the horizOntal
cohesion measure at Uoth points in time, only the light infantry
units greatly lowered their ranking v!s-a-vis -other unit types.
In examining the total sample Vaiticus found that units which
declined sharply seemed to be marked by leaders perceived as
exploitative, unfair, incompetent, and oblivious to soldier needs
and wel'fare. To what extent this explanation can be applied to
the dramattne d e!ne1

4 r i 0..n f.r 14..t" la Lhi fu;u Of our'
next report.
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Abstract

Battalion Rotation qas designed as an effort to see 4.f the
enhanced cohesion brought about by stabilizIng soldiers in small
groups (i.e., from squads, crews, and sections to comparies and
batteries) could to carried out at the level of a combat
battalicn. Despite a number of operational problems, this effort
Was very suOcessful. The shared experiences of normal training,
Force Modernization (primarily equipment changes), and rotation
all contributed to enhanced teamwork and interpersonal bonding
among the soldiers in these units. What was Most impressive was
the teamwork and bonding among leaders in those battalions where
cadre stability was achieved.

The battalion rotation exerc-se demonstrated that the Army
can rotate battalions. It also provided Information on what to
do and what not to do in order to carry out s3ch an action
effectively and efficiently. In this regard, we learned very
clearly that a peacetlme, unit rotation is very different from a
unit deployment and that to adequately plan and conduct a
rotation requires additional staff resources at the unit level
and the adoption of a command mentality which recognizes that
families need adequate settli=g-~n time after any permanent
change-of-statIon move. Fai]l.re to recognize these two issues
resulted in overburdening key unit.staff, primarily the battalion
executive officer. Morale problems aLso developed in units that
forced soldiers to resume field training before they had
adequatell settled their families in the new area.

The most critical phase of the Battalion Rotation effort is
yet to come. This is the reload phase that is scheduled to occur
15 to 18 months after the rotation. -There is no evidence that
commanders have Considered the importance of using a group
replacement mcdel to accomplish this reload. It is clear that
the reload process has the potential for b4ilding onto or undoing
the Positive COHORT effects of Battalion Rotation. In examining
the reload process, it is critical that we come to understand how
self sustaining, cohesive, and high performance unit cultures get
transmitted and maintained as a unit goes through the process of
Incorporating new members. In the long run, this May be the most
critical Issue in all of the Army's Unit Manning System
Inittattves.

• , i i i I I I |
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Introduction

Background

The objective. Battalion Rotation was designed to capture
the benefits of building a battalion in CONUS then "relocating'
that unit, to include family members, on a p9emanent change of
station move. Official planning for Batta]ion Rotation began
with a 1981 NQDA Concept Paper (New 'Manning System Taok Force,
ODCSPER, 12 June 81, SAB). Specifically, Anner B of that Concept
Paper described Battalion Rotation as a test effort to see it the
enhanced cohesion brought about by stabilizing soldiers in sm&lt
groups (i.e., from squads, crews, and sections ,.o companies anr
batteries) could be carried out at the level of a cobaL
battalion.

During the past five years other issues have been added to
the Battalion Rotation agenda, most notably For~a Modernization
and Force Restructuring (•.g., conversion to M1 Tanks and M2TFVs
and the reconfiguration of Field Artillery batteries to the two
platoon concept). These artions have had an impertant impact on
the rotation process and the desired cohesion outcoMe sought in
the original Battalion Rotation plar.

7he rotation process. During 1986 four combat arms
battalions were rotated to USAREUR in exchange for four "sister"
battalions that were brought back to the United States. These
battalions (Airborne Infantry, Armor, Field Artillery and
Mechanized Infantry) had appoximately fifteen to eighteen months
to organize and to prepare for this Mission. The USAREUR units
were COHORTed by stabilizing those personnel L3 existing units
who were eligible to make a permanent change-of-station move back
to the United States. Shortages in these units were filled by
tndiv1duals who were levied from CONUS. The battalions in the
United States were typically organized by mating existing unit
cadre with commonly trained groups of fLrst term soldiers from
the CONUS training base. Cadre shortfalls in the CONUS units
were made up by assigning soildiers from other divisional and
ins•taIlStional assets and in some cases from other CONUS
locations.

Previous COHORT research. For thc past 48 months WRAIR has
been examining various aspects of the Army's Unit Manning System
(UMS). Our attention has focused on the creation, development,
and oieration of COHORT companies and batteries. WRAIR
scientists have examined the various factors that seem to promote
and/or inhibit the development of effective relationships among
soldiers and the corresponding relationships between soldiers and
thetr leaders at the level or company or battery and relow.
Based on this research, there is substaatial evidence to suggest
th-t t.- CCHC11-7•,,, al cot uir•= rag new boldiers togetner after an
intense, commonly Ahared, initial training experience provides
the basis ror ho,..zontal bonding up through the level of a



company or battery. What is not yet clear is how the oriinall
training experience and the latter shared unit experiences each
contribute to this bonding process. We Also do not know whether
the contributions are independent of one another or whether there
is some interaction effect present.

The original premise that the UMS would insure cadre
stability and lead to enhanced vertical cohesion was not
supported tn our earlier research. While some outstanding case
examples were round, cadre stabilization was often quite elusive
in company and battery sized COHORT units. Our data demonstrated
that the UMS rules, both Internal (within battalions) and
external, were often vtolated. Cadre turbulence was as great in
COHORT units as it was in the units governed by the traditional
individual replacement system. Among the most salient reasons
for cadre Instability were the following:

1. The Movement of NCO's and officers out of the unit
pursuant to promotion or selection for promotion.

2. The movement of individuals, supported by local
authority, on the basis of a belief that "stabilization"
would adversely affect the careers of junior officers and
senior HCO's.

3. The relief for cause or transfer based on performance
levels thought to be unacceptable by senior commanders who
considered their COHORT units as highly visible and
"politically sensitive* organizations.

4. The resentment o some 3 MCO's at being "locked in" to a
rotating unit and the ability oa these individuals to effect
their own transfer despite the rules.

5. The "normal" local needs for shifting officers and NCO's
which led commanders to the disregard UMS rules.

WRAIR's previous research suggested that, when achieved,
cadre stabilization could provide opportunities for enohanced
vertical cchesion. Based on the interview data, the critical
ractor tor achievtng vertical cohesion was the good use of
Leadership pri•clples at the platoon and company level. Such
liaderh;Lp was most often described by first term soldiers in
terms of technically and tactically competent leaders whose
erforts were focused on realistic and productive traiaing. Good
leaders were described as concerned and fair. Soldiers said that
tiese leaders treated them with respect and that they were
usually mindfil ot their needs as people and concerned about
their families. Based on soldiers' deecrLptions, it is clear
that the leaders they were describing had demonstrated a
willtigness to lead intera•t•twely .t•h.- ZIai z-6rom a cistance.
When we experienced negative soldier comments about their
Le2ders, we typically encountered well meaning officers and NCOs
who were Crequencly undermined by tieir own lack of training and

10



knowledge of the principles of effective small group leadership.

Despite finding a number of COHORT units that were
characterized by poor leadership behaviors, soldiers in these
units still achieved higher levels of group profioienoy than the
soldiers in the nonCOHORT units in our sample. Wheoe there was
effective stabilized leadership, COHORT units were typically
described by senior commanders (battalion and brigade) as among
the most combat ready units in their respective divisions.
COHORT soldiers and units in our original sample also
demonstrated higher levels of cohesiveness and greater
psychological readiness for combat than their conventional
counterparts.

Current research

As part of the assessment of 8attalion Rotation, WRAIR
scientists participated in the HQDA post-rotation visit to each
battalion. Individual interviews were conducted with senior
battalion staff members and with the commanders and the t-irst
sergeants of two randomly chosen line companies or batteries in
each battalion. Finally, small group Lnterviews were conducted
with cadre and first term soldiers in these same units.

Based on our previous research ard prior contact with these
same uni-ts, an effort was made tcý *xamine the iipact of the
rotation "lifecycle" on the various human dtzensions that are
thought to contribute to the overall ;sychological readiness of
these units and to the military and general life satisfaction of
the soldiers and their ramily members. What WRAZR has been able
to observe has been the process leading up to the move, the move
itself, and the initial set:ling tn period. Zt must be
recognized that the original desired objective, cohesion based on
prolonged stability, will only be understood by continuing to
rollow these same units (and faMiLies) in their new location.
The original Satallon Rotation plan is on17 at the half way
point. These units have been organized, stabilized, and
rotated. The most important outcomes awatt our continued
observation.

F.ndIngs to Date

An overview

It is important to view the Battalion Rotation effort az
more than the simple event of eight battalions (soldiers, family
members, and assorted pets) moving from one side of the Atlantic
Ocean to the other side. -ach unit went through a unique
Lifecycle. They experienced a whole series or events that has
had an important impact on individual unit members. on the
'umpanies ana batteries that make up each battalion, on the

sister battalions of the losing and gaining divisions, and
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finally on the military communities that have both given up and
gained these soldiers and their families as part of the rotation
proe033.

The rotation lifecycle

The unit formation process. 3attalion Rotation really began
in late 1984 when the soldiers in four CONUS and four USAREUR
battalions learned that 4heir units had been designated to
participate in a major Army exercise, the movement of eight
entire battalions as part of a COCUS-USAREUR switch. While there
were HQDA ground rules for the personnel actions necessary to
form each of these units (primarily the distinction between a
COHORT fill in CONUS and the assignment of an Individual fill in
USAREUR), there were two situations that became especially
probLematic. Both involved the NCO cadre for these units.

One of the COHORT personnel guidelines developed by HQDA
required career soldiers to spend a MINIMUM of 48 months with a
battalion before *becoming eligible for a transfer to another
battalion. There are very few administrative exceptions to this
48 month requirement. During the period (typically 2 to 3
months) just prior to the official establishment date for these
COHCRT Battalions, a Lot of MCOs attempted to leave the battalion
before they were "locked-in."

In addition, a number of units did not follow official Army
policy in reassigning NCOs and in a number of cases there were
dramatic differences even within the companies/batteries of the
same battalion. How much inequity actually occured is impossible
tO assess from the data available to WRAZR. However, the
perception of Wide-spread inequity was a common theMe in MCO
interviews. During unit interTiews it was not unusual to hear
stories of how a sergeant in one company was forced to sign a
Declaration Statement (which would bar- him from reenlistment)
while another NCO from the same battalion, if not the same
company, was able to transfer out of the battalion "because he
knew someone." It is important to note that many NCO's who were
bitter about OeLng coerced into the rotation were not objecting
to an overseas move, but rather were angry at "the system" they
f9Lt was treating them lI.ce a draftee and not a career soldier.

According to the admission of some senior leaders, the
period prior to unit establishment also was an opportunity to
dump their poor NCOs. When this Qecured, It was often without
regard to the 48 month assignment criteria. If the individuals
in question Were seen by their peers and subordinates as poor
Psrformers, there was very little concern expressed by other unit
members about these actions. There were Cases, however, where
the commander's viuw that an MCO sould be dumped was not shared
and where MC03 and sodlders saw this as a sign of inequity and as
a Cnnt!Žnitjl of- t±.o- , helpiessness '.n a system out to
"screw" zol.diers.
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On the positive side, there were unit leaders at- both
battalion and company levels who used the COHORTing of their
units and the planned rotation as a "recruitment" tool. These
leaders became personally involved in talking to individual
soldiers, and in some Cases to their family members, about the
advantages of remaining a unit member. Not only were many of
these efforts successful, but the commander's public commitment
to the unit ofton had second order impact on other soldiers who
witnessed this expression of unit esprit by the commander and tha
positive response by a fellow soldier.

The second negative impact of unit formation was the
assignment of some CONUS based MCOs to the overseas bzttalions
scheduled to rotate back to CONUS. Apparently, a USAREUR
decision not to cause a "dufflebag drag" (moving a soldier from
one local unit to another) for USAREUR soldiers resulted in some
NCOs being assigned to USAREUR for periods of less than 18 months
(and in some cases for periods less th&n 12 months). There
appeared to be no other reason for some of these abbreviated
assignments. There were some married NCOs who were allowed to
come to USARSUR on an accompanied status even though they would
not be able to complete a 36 month tour. There were other NCOs
who arrived in USAREUR thinking that they were there for a 36
zonth accompanied tour only to find out that their families
(avalting in CONUS in temporary housing arrangements) would have
to be called and told that they could not come to £urope at
government expense. At the extreme, there was at least one NCO
who had sold his house at a particular CO•US installation as part
of his relocation to a USAREUR assignment, only to arrive in
USAREUR and be told that he would be returning to the same CONUS
Installation in less than 12 months.

While the actual number of career soldier- who experienced
these rotation nightmares was small, the distribution was such
that everyone hoard about them and the message was clear. "The
Army really does not care about. the career soldier or his
family - As in the .n1tLal phases of company rotation, one of
the major effects of these negative personnel activities was to
make the term *COHORT" the symbolic focus of everything construed
to be bad with the unit.

Rather than being perceived as a pattern of loading,
sustaLning, and maintalning an Army unit, the term COHORT was
equated by some soldiers with "forceable" reenlistment and bonus
losses, deprtvation of schooling, and slowed promotion for career
soldLers. IC03s who experienced these concerns often communicated
this set of negative perceptions to the more junior soldiers in
tnetr units.

Movement en masse (as We described for company rotation)
ampIfL*os the normal disabilities 'r tndIuAl ratiu. Zn
anitf where solders were not initially well Informed (and kept
Lnformed), unit members often percelved themselves as having the
publL: status of "guinea pigs," subjects of an unohosen
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experiment, and victims of a test designed to "demonstrate that
the Army can save a lot of money through unit movement." This
led many soldiers (of all ranks) to feel that they were entitled
to special considerations in the course of their move. These
feelings were often heightened by the fact that the rotation was
commonly seen and handled as a special set of events with high
visibility. Thus it often generated great concern from the upper
echelons of major commands and the Army staff and became the
focus of numerous 71P unit visits.

Sustainment. The central theme or the period from the unit
formation date until three to six months before rotation was
training. For the CONUS units this was the period of preparing
for anQ completing the various phases of the unit certification
process. In some cases It meant participating In various large
scala exercises such as Reforger or making a trip to the National
Training Center. In other cases various constraints in training
resources made it necessary for commanders to attempt to develop
unit level performance in the absence of these kind. of training
opportunities.

In two of the four CONUS battalIons this was also a period
of relative personnel stability wnich provided the opportunity
for the development of both horizontal and vertical relatlonships
within the coapanies and Datterles and a "battalion"
identification among unit members. The other two CONUS.
battalions *continued to experience 31gnificant amounts of both
external and internal personnel turbulence during the sustainment
period, particularly cadre turbulenco.

For the four USAREUR battalIons the sust'ainment period was
heavily oriented toward company/battery and battalion fýeld
trainlhg. Thus these soldiers experienced a large amount of
field time. 7or two of the battalions, the latter part of this
period focused on modernization dur!.ng which they spent
conslderable hours, days, and weeks getting their old equipment
ready for turn-in. The rsward %'although for some soldiers it
scarcely occured) was the opportunity to field test the new
equipment. The double-edged sword was the fact that these
soldiers knew that when they rotated back to the United States
they would give up their new (state Of the art) equipment for
equipment that had been in the Army's inventory for a long
tLme. As one soldier described it:, ": will go from a new Trans-
Am to a beait-up 57 Chevy."

The actual rotation. About three months before the rotation
period, the move become a reality to most soldiers. 3efore that
time the battalion staffs, and to a lesser degree the senior
company/battery cadre, were already caught up (or better
described as tied down) in all the nitty-gritty planning that
4ent into the clearing and movement arr eme.t: ft l ti.
operation. Except for attending some meetings and filling out
lots of pape.-work, the reality of moving occurred to the soldier
w'eon traIrlng Stoppad and life Legan to center around cleaning,
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inventory, and more cleaning. While most soldiers reported that
It was nice to get a break from field training, the actual period
of standing down and the duties involved were extremely beoring.

Considering the size of the operation and the number or
things that could have gone wrong, most of the soldiers and
family members who traveled to or from USAREUR reported that they
had the best move of their careers (although we must recognize
that for many of the first-tern soldiers this was their only real
move). Individuals who had experienced a prior military move as
an individual or as an individual family, were generally very
pleased by the move itself. There were numerous stories told of
unit members of various ranks (and their, families) helping one
another during the movement process and during the periods
immediately before and after the trip. In many oases the trip
itself became another shared experience that helped to build
bonds among individuals (and family members), especially
Individuals (and families) representing different ranks.

If there were any "favored" approach for the actual move (as
it pertained to those coming back to CONUS), families seemed to
prefer the plan that brought everyone ',ack to the new location as
a group, helped people let settled ani then allowed individuals
to take leave. This was in Contrast to the method where everyone
went on leave as soon as they arrived at the East Coast (Port of
Entry), then travelsd to the new location on their own. Their
preference was generally expressed In terms or having au•fioient
time to get settled in at the new location before duty
requirements began.

At this point, It is important to stress the distinction
between deployment and rotation. It is reasonable to expect a
deployed unit to be ready to move Into an operational mode
immediately upon arrival at its deployment site. These
battalions were not deployed. Their rotation was a peacetime,
group, permanent change of station move. The o nly operational
expectation reasonable for those rotating units was the
assumption that it would take !ess time to s~tele a group than it
would to settle this same number of individuals it they had
arrived on their own from a host of separate locations. It is
c-ear, especially in at Least one or the USARCUR locations, that
unrealistic operational expectati.ons were present Ind that these
expectations created an unnessary hardsnip on families and had a
negative effect on unit morale.

The settlirg-,n orocess. WRAIR's follow-up contact with
these soldiers and families occurred just after the actual
rotation. For this reason. it is onlY' possible to speculate
about tie settling-in process and the future. Based on the
generally positLve moves and our initial observations of
indtvtdual and group behavior, we expect that cost of these units
and their individual soldiers and family membere !ill 1c v-ry
weLl -n theLr new communities.
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Two observations support our optimism. First, every unit
(at both battalion and company levels) began life at their new
site by moving things around, painting, putting up partitions
etc., all in the name of making the new location "their own."
While soldiers (and some leaders) typically complained that the
buildings they received were "trash" and needed lots of repair
and cleaning up, in most cases the facilities were generally
similar to what they had given up. The fuss they made and all
their "fixing up" activity seemed to be related to the
psyohological process of protesting their perceived loss and
recreating their old existance at the new location. These are
normal, expected, and quite appropriate behaviors.

The second positive observation was the common command
recognition of the importance of initiating field training
activLties once the resettlinS had taken place. The time
required to resettle families was typicalll governed by the
availability of housing at the indivldual locations. Most
soldiers were actively looking forward to the opportunity to
return to field training. This was true even in units that had
returned from USAREUR having given up new vehicles for equlpmeat
that was either of an older vintage and/or had seen considerable
use and required substantial maintenance.

A source or ho3stiity. Like previous company and battation
rotations WRAIR haS studied, the rotation to USAREUR was the most
.icely site for units to experience problems 4n their
relationships with the wider communities in whIch they had
settled. This seems to be the result of the phys.ically smaller
communities in USAREUR, and the greater social and psychological
impact that result from the arrival of an entire unit. Thus, any
and all problems and any negative incidents that occurred were
used by the receiving community to characterize the entire
battalion rather than being attributed solely to the subsection
or Lndivtduals involved.

In USAREUR the core of com=un!t7 hos~tllity also often
centered (as in the past) on the issue of perceived "special
treatment," primarily tfe allocation of military housing. For
example, the allocation of blocs of housing (of a one-to-one
housing unit exchange between the CONUS and OCOMUS rotating
units) was seen as unfair and as a violation of the "normal
queuing rules"( e.g., time in country on the local list). In
th'.s situation rotation was not seen by members of the community
as ar. exchange of units with all of their appended equipment,
*eniLtlements, and facilities but rather it was viewed as an
Lnflux or "new" soldiers and families who unfairly displaced
those waiting for housing. As noted In aWRAIR's earlier
observations or company rotation to USAREUR, most soldiers and
thetr family members perceive all entitlements and benefits as
Lndivtdually based and not relevant to the unit. Far, thl!
to cnange, considerable public education has to take place.
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A communicatlons problem. A problem observed in one unit
was the difficulty in reconstructing the normal battalion
oommunioation system after the rotation. What the battalion XO
had viewed as a well orga,-ized and highly effective and stable
informational system (keyed to the oommunication pathways
established between himself and the company XOs) was seen as
ruptured when he (the XO) led the advanced party overseas. For
the 10 the result was the development of a series of alternative
pathways keyed to the 33 and the other battalion starf members.
who remained behind in the main body.

Following the rotation, the XO felt that it took much longer
than he expectad to reestablish stable patterns of communication
between himself and the other members of the battalion staff.
Alternate channels of communication continued to operate and
bypass the reestablished normal channels. Information ceased to
be passed at its prior level and there was more informational
Conrusion than the battalion had ever experienced with
oorrespoding effects on organLzational morale. It required a
major eftort by the battalion XO and others to, begin to restore
effective communication and information nets - an effort that was
still not completed 3 months after rotation. Unfortunately, the
timing of our unit vtsits did not allow the opportunity to assess
whether this was a problem limited to this battalion or whether
it was a more systemic difficulty.

Force modernization Issues. As menticoed earlier, Coroe
modernization also had a powerful impact on some of the rotating
units. While the initial transition to the M2-IFV (Bradley) was
greeted with anthuslasm, the MZ-1FV has, for Many soldiers,
become a symbol or their loss of status as infantrymen. Many
NCOs and soldiers In these Bradley units see a shift in training
with a new focus on the skills of the vehicle commander, driver,
and gunner and little concern for the development or their skills
as leq infantrymen. A significant number of soldiers in the
dismount squads have developed concerns about their own soldier
skills and tactical a&bLlItes. 'This experience has lowered
morale in these units and, in some oases, it haS lessened
soldiers' trust ln a leadership that is sometimes seed as
"thinking that the Bradley is a tank and using it like one rather
than as an infantry track...*

MZ-ZFV tralning Is compared unfavorably by soldiers (from a
l.g point oC view) with .-- 13 Armored Personnel Carrier based
necnanIzed training. There is al2o a lack of comfort with
unfamiliar and evolving Bradley doctrine. Whether or not time
and more tratning wiLl alter these perceptions is unknown. At
this polnt in time, a 31gnIfIcant number of soldiers talk about
reqUesttng leg (119) divisions for theL' next tours or duty. As
man, put it: "There is no skill, challenge, or adventure £n
sleeping (or just riding around) in the back of a Bradley."

Some ruture issues. There were two concerns which surfaced
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in the units that returned to CONUS, both Involving the future of
these units. The first was a general misunderstanding of Unit
Manning System personnel policies. Many individuals, including
some commanders and a number of NCOs, did not realize that the
Current assignment policy still required a 48 month battalion
assignment. The common misconception was that the COHORT rules
only required them to stay in the battlion for six months after
the rotation, then they would be eligible to request some type of
transfer. Although most o0 the MCOs interviewed would probably
not want to move after tbis six month period, the notion that
they are again "locked-inN was already provoking the same kind of
negative feelings that prevailed when iC0s learned that they
could not escape the rotatioa without signing a declaration
statement barring them from reenlistment.

The other concern relates to a period yet to come, the point
of twelve to fifteen months after the rotation when it will be
necessary to :eload first ter! 3soldiers into these units to
replace soldiers ending their initial enlistments. When
interviewed, unit leaders di'1 not know and/or understand the
Army's plan for unit reload and more importantly, most of these
commanders were not looking toward the concept of group
replacement. For them, a reload simply involves getting new
soldiers and placing them where they are needed (the concept of a
soldier as. an Interchangable cog in a :chine"). The principles
cf group replacement and developing new cadre from below iere
less prevalent and somtimes missing altogether as one moved from
the battalion commander down through the chaLn of command.

An important "non-event"

By the time the Individual battalion rotations were
accomplished, there was a common perception from the highest to
the lowest levels of command that what had occured was a nou-
event. This attitude was based on the perceived belief that the
Army's leadership had already concluded that a battalion rotation
program was unsustainable and that any notion of future battalion
rotations had been abandoned. 'dhile it may not be possible (or
desirable) to develop a battalion rotation program to support
wartime requirements, it is not true that such rotations are
over. In fact the opposite is true. The Army has and probably
will tlways have a need to move large organizations to other
parts of the world. For example, in order to meet strategic
plans for the defense of northern Zurope, two battalions will
exchange places next year (an Armor unit will relocate to USAREUR
and a Mechanized Infantry battalion will return to the United
States). These moves ;till be followed by the rotation of Apache
oa:talions to USAREUR.

Based upon these realittes, what occurred this summer was an
Important opportunity to learn how to efficiently and nffectlvtly

aovt l•. ,.... -..( r family memoers). With this Ln
mind, it 1s crLtIca! that HQDA insure that all relevent

• nformatton pertaining to this summer's rotations be gathered in
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one place and that a small Sroup of knowledgeable staff offioers
prepare an h1stor'4-&l document that can be used as a planning
guide for any f ture large unit move. With such a document in
mind, two observations are noted.

Who takes the lead

Ar interesting organizational observation from the Battalion
Rotation exez'C1se Was the lack of consistency from HQDA through
the MACOHs, Corps, and Divisions involved, as to the staff
activity that had the Lead in carrying out this mission. During
the planning and taplementation period, there was also a
continual coming And Soing of key planners and program operators
at every level from HQDA down.

Based on our observations, it is apparent that those
commands that viewed this action as an "operational mission," and
thus assigned primary .staff responsibility to the G-3 staff
community, were the Most successful In efrecttvely carryLng out
the rotation. This is not to deny that Many of the most
complicated and diffioult issues were in the personnel arena. It
simply suggests that this was an operational z1ssion and that the
core Issues for all or thoese units were always of a
training/missLon nature. The higher the command involved, the
more likely that the critical decision 3ssues were in the
operational arena. Like any other m3ss3in, having P -tzble
Leader and staff handliang the operation contributed significantly
to the quality or the outc~mo.

Paying the price

Rotatl.ng a battalion in or out of a tilitary community is an
exp~nsLve action. To do It and to do it well takes time and
energy and a substantial expenditure of funds. It is not done
well if it comes "out of the hide* of a unit or a military
community. Without supplemental staff and dollars, the move
suffers and more importantly, the normal operation of a unit and
a codMunIty suffer. These "unfunded" costs And associated
decrements in individual performance and attitude were common
experiences in almost all the battalions and the communities
Lnvolved In losing and gaining these units.

,. plannIng a future rotation, it Is Important that the
operation include surfficent resourcing to insure success without
Jeopardizing the normal operation of the organizations
Involved. In most cases the personnel resouraing needed to

tet4ct the planning actions is simple and relatively
inexpensive. For example, if each of the rotating battaLioais had.
been given one senior HCO and a civilian cleri (temporary hire)
with a personal computer (and the necessary software) to handle
the administrative aspects of the movement plan, we would have
signtficantly enhanced the rotation planning process and we would
,I OR a.'.. . . ...... i d ie .enef.. oe a rull time
battalion executive officer.
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In most cases, the battalion executive (and often the
commander) became so tied down with personnel iss31es associated
with the rotation that other uattalion operations sufftred (and
so did the 1Os). The lack of stability at the 3-I position in
moat of these battations only worsened this problem. The typi~al
tenure for the 3-1 in these units was le3s than six months,
hardly the kind of stability that would allow them to become and
remain the focal point for rotation planning. The PAC was by far
and away the most stressed and disrupted organization in Most
battalions with several psychological stress casualties reported.

At division and corpa levels, specific staff officers were
designated to coordinate rotation actions. The major difficulty
at these levels was the continual reassignment of individuals.
The lack of continuity in key positions at senior commands was a
continual protlen that plagued rotation planning.

The requirement for outprocessing, clearing, and moving
departLnS units and (often at the sane tize) inprocessing and
settling new units represented another situation where necessary
assets were not always present. These actions did take
extraordinary efforts and expenses. Typically they were c-rried
out without any increase in people or money. The human and
dollar costs were "eaten" by these cozmunities at the expense of
other community sea -I dntI. Thuse were critically i:•ortant
issues in USAREUR.

Develoo1.n. stable units and enhancinix cone5ton

It .s important to recognize that some COHORT units
experi.enced considerasle internal anri external turbulence before,
4uring, and immediately following the rotation period. The
stability we normally associate with the COHORT concept was
compromised by tne personnel movements required by the OCONUS
rotation and the changes necessitated by tne Force L.odernization
actions that took place before and immediately following the
rotation. Unexpected was the degree of inatrnal turbulence in
CONUS and USAREUR caused by the significant leadership changes
that took place prior to the rotation. Most of these changes
seemed to be in violation of stated HQDA policies and wo re in
direct. conflict with the intended spirit of the HQDA
guidelines. For example one battalion commander changed his
company commanders and first sergeants at the time of rotation
inorder "to keep the brigade and division from ripping us off as
soon as 4e arrived." A number of battalion commanders did not
helieve that their senior commanders (and the brigade and
divtsion senior stafra) would honor the RQDA stabilizatLon policy
for the "lock-In" period after rotation. For the soldiers in
battalions that experienced leadership turbulence just before or
aft.r rotation, the unexpected change-in-command was "Just
another example of why they shouldn't trust their (the Ar•wy"'.

S-They had oeen Led to believe that they we're' inI
"stabi'.tLzed" un!ts. As soon as they moved, Leadership changes
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took place that they did not expect and did not understand.

While It is impossible to create absolute stabilit7
(especially when you are trying to do two or three actions at the
same time), it is possible to develop relatively stable units.
Over the twelve to eighteen months leading to the rotation, a
number of companies, and at least one entire battalion, was able
to develop considerable stability at the level of platoon and
below. These soldiers and their leaders went through a number of
shared experienoas: field training exercises, priparing equipment
fir turn-in (as part of both Force Modernization and rotation),
and drawing and fielding new equipment (again, as part of both
Force Moderniz&ton and rotation).

These solciers shared, with each other and with their
immediate Leaders, the actual experience of a group move. Taken
together, these events served to enhance the psychological
Idet:ficati.cn of these soldiers with each other and with their
immediate Leaders. These same soldiers expressed a strong
p -'-rargree roy remaining together should there ever be a combat

Sfeent ant a belief that together their anit would be
,,,& in combat. Even in the few cases (and they were
,e-t few) where soldiers expressed animosity towards other

m members or their immediate leaders, these same soldiers
.. ,re'.d a preference ?or remaiainS In "th6ir" unit versus going
to another unit should combat occur.

As a general observation, the uore stable the group (to
inaLude their immediate leaders) the more. confidence group
otembers expressed in their own soldier skills, the greater their
trust in their peers, and the more they expressed confidence in
their Leaders. In at Least one battalion, this stability and
corresponding trust extended to the level or overt bonding among
pl.atoons in the same companies (e.g., talk of help extended
between platoons as part or the Force Modernization efforts to
include sharing of tools, parts, and specialized knowledge. This
was done in a way that conveyed Senuinle interest and concern
among the various members or these platoons).

flowever, It must be continually emphasized that the major
rorces involved in the creation and maintenance of that vertical
cohesion, which is so Important to the sustainment of the group
in combat, are those forces involved in the long term pattern of
relationships between leaders and soldiers. As previous and
current WRAIR research has demonstrated, neitner stabilization
nor any set of discrete event3 or manIpulatlons of events will
create vertical cohesion in an organizational climate where
Leaders behave unpredictably and arbitrarily or where leaders
eovdence neither concern nor respect for their soldiers. Zn units
where soldiers distrust their leaders, charges of careerism and
favoritism are made, and tt.e soldier considers his familial and
pervonai neels 11svalued by his leaders. A fair proportion of
the best effects of the COHORT system can be unlone.by the leader
who constantly addresses his unit in terms of "you people" and
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"your actions" instead of "we and "our" aotions.

Summary

Battalion Rotation, despite all the problems noted, was a
sucOess. -With some exoeptions stable units (company level and
below) were formed. The shared experiences of normal training,
Force Modernization -primarily equipment changes), and rotation
all contributed to enhanced teamwork and interpersonal bonding
among the soldiers in these units. Most impressive was the
teamwork and bonding among leaders where stability Was achieved
from the level or battalion commander (through the staf?
positions) to company/battery. platoon sergeant levels. A large
part of the success achieved in the Force Modernization and the
rotation Mission was a result of the cohesion developed among the
unit leadership in these COHORT battalions.

The battalion rotation exercise deMonstrated that the Army
can rotate. battalions. To be successu3C a unit rotation needs to
be viewed as a mission. It requires an operations order and
someone to be In charge to insure that at least the spirit of the
order is followed. Resources (people, equipment, and runds)
necessary for complet"ng the various parts ot the mission have to
be provided to. those who need thez. Finally, the participants
need to understand the nature and purpose of the mission,
including the concept of the order, so that they can adequately
carry it out. In a number of these aspects we can do I 'ter the
next time we move a large group.

Does the COHOR•ting or a battalion (and its rotationj enhance
cohesion beyond what is gained in a company/battery level
effort? At the level of the soldier, probably not. What it does
provide is an enhanced level of knowledge and common
identification among the cadre that crosses the boundaries of the
companies that compose the battalion.

There were some very important gains, as noted by several
battalion commanders, in terms of the stabilization of company
level leaders and the battalion stafr. These included greater
cohesiveness or the battalion s3atr and a greater cohes*ieness
and knowledge of, and therefore predLotability of, the behavior
and performance capacities of company/battery level leader3. As
one battalion commander put It, "I have a knowledge of my
commanders' personaliti... and of the persona.ities they have
,;reated for their units that I have never had before in my
career. I know at this point, it I am attacking into the unknown
to send unLr X. They will exploLt the terrain, mov1%
-methodically, and never stutble or dash into a fire sack. I
would keep unit Y A* 2 --y .---- ---- win g tnat tleIr unit
personalitt is such that they would move out like a bullet and
bowl over anything in their way and get to where th•e7 have to get
as quickly as possible ..... " Again, It was observed in this
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context that, *We know each other so well that we can keep our
radio traffic down to the bare bones. They didn't know how to
deal with us at NTC because we barely needed to talk--Just give
map coordinates..."

Does Battalion rotation cost too much? This is really a
function of the plan. The current battalion rotation exercise
was very expensive. Much. of the costs. were associated with the
types of plans developed. The most critical costs, however, were
not the dollars expended but the costs incurred in lost training
time and the corresponding impact on individual and
organizational combat readiness. Based on our Interview data,
the costs in these areas were substantial. Could some of these
issues have been handled differently? Based on our interviews
with both soldiers and leaders, the answer is yes. The tasks of
evaluating these costs and specifying alternative methods are
beyond WRAIR's abilities but are clearly issues which warrant
IQDA concern and attention.

Now that the rotations have been completed each of these
units have entered into a new phase of the original plan. They
are in the sustained training and operations phase that will
eventually be followed by a reloading period. It is important
that RQDA continue to follow these units and their progress at
least through the reload process. Without a look at the complete
picture, we wIll never aporaciate the full value and/or costs o•
the Battal.Lon Rotation effort. The way in which the relord
process is handled and the patterns for incorporating the reload
groups into the unit can either undo the positive COHORT effects
or build upon them. In the process of examining this phase, it
is crit.ical that we come to understand how a self sustaining,
cohesive, and high performance unit culture can be transmitted
and maintained as a unit goes through the process or
incorporating new members.
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Abstract

This stud7 examined the effects on the military family and
community of rotating entire battalions between CONUS and OCONUS
sites. All eight rotating battalions were included, along with
six designa' ,d "oomparison" battalions. Data were collected
through interviews conducted approximately six months prior, two
months prior, and four months after the rotations took place.
Included in the interviews were commanders, cadre,
representatives of community support agencies, and family
members. Interviews were semi-structured and open ended in order
to provide respondents the opportunity tc discuss issues which
were important to them. Responses were organized into four areas
for presentation. These were information dissemination, wives
groups, morale, and community effects.

Information dissemination: Many wives (and soldiers) lacked
knowledge and understanding of the purpose of the batallion
rotation program. This was due to the lack of adequate publicity
at the community and major unit level. Most battalions
instituted techniques to disseminate information to unit wives.
The most successful of these relied on company level organization
for managing the process. A major shortfall was the lack of
sharing of plans, problems and solutions across divisions.

Wives groups: Each battalion recognized the value of having
orgnized wives groups to help wives support one another. With
one exception, they were only effective in those battalions which
were rotating, probably because they had a clear "mission"
(helping with the unit rotation). Across all tnits, wives groups
were most effective when they were organized at the company
level, included wives of all soldier ranks, and had active
support from small unit leaders.

Morale: Morale o wives in the rotating battalions 'fas
generally high, and most greatly appreciated being part of the
battalion move. in two communities, a widespread belief that the
arriving battalions received preferential treatment led to
resentment and anger in the comparison battalion and the larger
community. Preferential treatment for any grCup should be
avoided.

Community issues: Each community evolved a comprehensive
and reasonable plan to support the battalion .rotLtin program.
There. was no effective sharing of these plans among tho affected
communities. Community and installation *commutitca,:ion media
should have been more widely used to disseminate information
about the battalion rotation, and limit the perception of special
treatment as discussed above.

The report concludes wIth a -eries of recammendation! for
procedures to enhance future unit rotations.
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Introduction

Associated with the implementation of the Unit Manning
System (UHS) is a program of rotating entire battalions,
including family members, between CONUS and OCOHUS locations.
This study was designed to describe the effects of the battalion
rotation program on the military family and community.

The movement of intact families with units has the potential
of considerably enhancing the support and well being or spouses
and soldiers during a period normally associated with high
stress. This potential was formally recognized in a White Paper
(1983) titled "The Army Family:"

Our, policies must recognize that soldiers cannot
perform efficiently while distracted by overwhelming
family concerns .... In short, we do not detract from
organizational productivity supporting Army families;
rather, taking care of our families enhance3 both
readiness and retention (Army Chief of Staff, 1983).

A "sense of community" can contribute importantly to
psychological readiness. Soldiers who are confident that their
wives could get help froa within the community eliminate one
important worry during field exercises. Wives who feel confident
of such help also give greater support to their husband's
absence.

At the same time, the rotation of an entire battalion into
or out of a community has the potential to disrupt the support
the soldier and his family receive from the unit and the
community. Furthermore, the ability of the community support
agencies to respond to both ordinary and extraordinary needs of
families may be overburdened by the large number of people
leaving and, entering the military community during a battalion
rotation. Community support for the family can be mitigated if
the rotating battalion is not integrated into the commun.ty. For
example, previous work with company rotation (WRAZR TECH REPORT
#1) demonstrated that a "we-they" attitude developed due to the
perception of favoritism for COHORT families. As a result,
COHORT families were treated as "outsiders" following rotation
into the community. Feelings of Lsolatio-n and resentment
experienced by Lhese COHORT families can be detrimental to the
development of social supports and a sense of community, both of
which are important.attributes of psychological readiness.

Methodology

A total of 14 battalions were studied, eight of which

battalions OCONUS) by exchanging places of assignment. In
addition, six of these eight rotating battalions had a designated
co-Located "comparison" battaliou which did not move. Under the
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battalion rotation concept, soldiers were ttabilized in their
units for about 36 months (the 12-18 months period prior to the
rotation, and an 18 months period after rotation). Generally,
soldiers in the stabilized battalions (popularly referred to as
"COHORT" battalions) with enough time remaining in service to
complete an overseas tour were required to remain in the
battalion. Sldiers who desired to bring their wives overseas
had to exttnd their enlistment to meet the 36 month requirement
for accompanied tours. Additional'soldiers were assigned to the
battalions to ensure that they would rotate with stabilized
soldiers at close to 100 percent strength.

Data concerning the. impact of battalion rotation were
collected from three sources. 1) interviews of representatives
from garrison agencies (DPCA, ACS, Housing, Transportation, etc.)
which are set up to serve the needs of soldiel': and their
families, 2) discussions with unit cadre (company through corps)
who were involved with the movement, and 3) individual and group
interviews conducted with vIves of soldiers in the14 battalions.

Interviews were conducted using a semi-structured format.
They were conducted individually or in groups ranging up to eight
in size. Participants were chosen by the companies in each
battalion: The total number of interviewees was about 425. In
order 'to encourage freedom of expression, interviews were
conducted separately *for officer's' wives, NCOs' wives, and wives
of lower enlisted (S-4 and belw).

Interviews were completed during three study phases. Phase
One was conducted six to eight months prior to deployment, Phase
Two was conducted one to two months prior to deployment, and
Phase Three was conducted about three months after deployment.

Results and Discussion:

Results &.-a organized In to four, content areas: 1)
information dissemination, 2) structure of wives groups, 3)
morale, and 4) community effects. These content •areas captured
the critical issues as raised by spouses, military leaders, and
other community members. Eacn topic will be discussed as it
appeared during each of the three phases. Unless otherwise
Indicated, the information presented applies to both rotating and
non-rotating battalions. To help ensure unit anonymity, we
generally avoid referring to locations of the battalions.

Information Dissemination:

This area is discuszed first because it is closely tied to
all aspects of the move. As such, tt represents both the
solution to a number of problems anmt . caur -ý- t. th.. a:---. - f
the typical individual replacement system, soldiers and families
receive no more than four months advance notice for an overseas
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move. However, spouses were included in the information
dissemination process early in thu planning for battalion
rotation. Most knew as long as 12 monthz prior to the rotation
that the unit would rotate overseas, and they would accompany
their husbands. Wives and soldiers were pleased-that they could
and would travel together. While this advanced information could
be regarded as a benefit, at the time of the Phase One interviews
there was considerable uncertainty and anxiety among the wives
about what would happen. Each of the rotating battalions had an
active program for informing wives about these events. This
Included use of fliers and newsletters, mostly delivered via
their husbands. Unfortunately, frequent changes in plans
undermined these efforts. These changes often reflected the fact
that the Army was still in the process of making major decisions
related to the move (e.g., could pets be shipped on MAC flights,
could military busses be used to assist soldiers shipping oars,
etc.). Information dissemination at the time of Phase One proved
to be a mixed blessing.

The uncertainty was not limited to wives. Among enltsted
cadre, there were complaints teat the "COHORT" system would
irrevocably lock them into their units, and prevent military
school attendance, opportunities for assignment elsewhere, and
even promotion. This was a COHORT rather than unit rotation
issue. It illustrates the point t hat we found very l.Vttle
knowledge among cadre -or families of any unit concerning the
purposes of COHORT or battalion rotation.

At Phase Two, in spite of the considerable effort expended
to establish communication with wives, a number still complained
about lack of informatLon from and contact w' th the Army. Ev.en
though battalion wide meetings had been condidcted, and
newsletters were sent to each wife (usually via their husbands)
many women complained that they did not know exactly when they
were goinb (information which was in the newsletters). We do not
believe that communities, units or wives groups can be faulted
for this. We attended a number of laformation meetings conduated
for company sized units, and have studied the documents which
were prepared by each battalion for the wives. The information
was usually tImelr and accurate. We did, however, find that
battalion wide meetings make an especially poor forum for
information dissemination due to poor acouitics, ambient noiue,
and the lack uf opportunity for personal involvement.

The Lnformation dissemination problem is chiefly due to
other causes. The Army is not organized to support efforts on
the part of the unit to keep in touch with and provide
information to families. We have spent a considerable amount of
tive working with the c.ommanders and wives who organized such
eftorts along with the NCOs who were responsible for actually
coMP11in& and recOrelmr a nM4.1 and addresses. The livinz
arrangements of the married "lower enllsted population (the one
which is frequently the most difrLcult and yet most important to
reach)- are far more fluid than those of older persons. A wife
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will frequently leave the area for weeks or even months during
periods of heavy field duty. Entire households are moved to be
nearer friends or to save a few dollars per month in rent.
Maintaining accurate rosters of names and numbers is a difficult
and time-consuming task. Monitoring and updating mail lists
takes hours each time it is attempted. Computer support and
programs to support mail list management do not usually exist
making updates difficult. It is likelythat members of a wives
group could keep the lists up-to-date on their own; this would
require some quality time (and considerable cooperation) with the
personnel NCO and probably the first sergeant. This can best be
accomplished at company (rather than battalion) level. Access to
duplicating machines is, and franking privileges are, uneven
across divisions. Finally, externally forced changes in plans
make informatton dissemination especially difficult. Unit
commanders are almost al,.;ayZ sincere in their desire and efforts
to get timely and accurate information to wives. But as one NCO
wife said, "I got a call from the commander - he said, 'you
didn't put that out already, did you?' The plans had already
been changed."

So battalion (or miLitary community) has established
provision3 to assist or maintain contact with spouses who choose
not to rotate with the battalion, or spouses who have temporarily
moved away. Such wive3 remain a concern far the soldiers and in
many cases will be a part of the "military community" in the
future. Maintaining contact with these wives would be a cost
effective way of helping to ensure the future success of
organizing efforts.

The non-rotating (comparison) battalions suffered from the
same difficulties with information dissemination, with some
additional effects. The most important of these is the higher
turnover which affects most military units. This greatly
increases the difficulty of maintaining adequate maillng lists.

Wives Grou0s

At Phase One each battalion had a formally constituted
officers' wLves group. These remained fairly constant for all
battalions throughout the study, with groups in the rotating
battalions maintaini°ng a continued high level of activity.
Among rotating battalions several companies had wives groups,
comprising officer and NCO wives. Attendance by wives of
enlisted soldiers was atypical at that time. Most of the wives
groups had been recently formed and depended on wives of company
level leadership for their organization. During Phase One, one
battalion had a monthly meeting for enlisted and NCO wives, which
was sponsored by a First Sergeant's wife. The primary function
of these groups was apparently to provide information to other
wives. The anticipated battalion movement orovided x ffod
organizing theme which served to get the attention of many
residents. Their effectiveness seemed to depend on the vigor
with whch the battalion commander, his executive officer, and
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their wives pursued the goal or information dissemination. In
all but one case considerable effort was made. In the absence of
an organizing theme such as rotation overseas, interest in wives
groups cr information chains was much lower in non-rotating
battalions.

Organizing these groups always involved a number of officer
wives, and generally did not include enlisted wives except for
first sergeant's wives. The exclusion was not necessarily
!)urposeful--officer wives claimed "the meetings are open to
everyone," al.though the enlisted hives Claimed meetings Were only
for officer wives, or that they did not know ahout the
meetings. The rank differences of their husbands appeared to
serve as powerful barriers to cooperation and communication.
These differences were often reinforced in the everyday
conversation of the scldiers, Is well as in negative beliefs
about "fraternization" on the part of the spouses.
"Fraternization", the idea that wlves of junior soldiers should

not associate with wives of higher ranking individuals, was often
given as a reason for not associating with other wives or the
wives groups. We frequently found frustration expressed by these
leaders and their wives because of the lack of interest in
attendance by enlisted wives in these organizations. At the same
time, few wives (or military leaders) had rormal training ia
manating voluntary groupi (e.g., identifying and orizng
volunteers, leading volunteers, conflict management, etc.). We
did identify a number of women with experience working with and
leading such groups (PTA, Girl Scouts, etc.). However, the large
majority with whom we spoke had neither training nor experience,
and reported that such training would be useful to them.

The major shortcoming of these groups was their general
failure to adequately identify, motivate and utilize wives with
special skills or knowledge; e.g., those who had beer. assigned to
thd nea community on a previous tour. Our interviews discovered,
for example, German-born 4ives who reported that they would enjoy
helping with language training, and others who had beea assigned
to the community to which the battalion was rotating. Sthers
reported experience with wives groups. In some cases wives had
to be aggressive in their pursuit of volunteering.

Among non-rotating battalions, command interest in wives
groups -was frequently low (excepting officers' wives groups),
although one battalion had an exceptionally strong wives
organization. That was the only non-rotating battalion which was
actively involved in organizing all enlisted wives and which
possessed acvurate mail&ng lists for the wives. At the time of
Phase One data collection, there was little knowledge and no
concern expressed on the part of these wives about possible
effects cn them due to battalion rotation.

At Phase Two, in the rota~inz battalions. wives a-on h__
been In operation for at least eIght months and all had expended
Sreat effort in getting information to the families in the
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battalions. They were, in fact, doing everything they could
think of to get Information to the wives. This included meetings
conducted by company groups, sending out fliers and information
letters (one battalion sent out one per month), and personal
telephone calls. The structure of the groups usually followed
that of the battalion, with responsibility for organlzation
resting with the commander and his wife, with and contributions
from the remaining officer staff. Except for groups organized at
the company level, few of the formally constituted wives groups
included wives of enlisted soldiers. By this time, the "family
support group" (PSG) concept had been generally popularized and
actually institutionalized at several posts. When present, they
were organized around the battalion, usually with additional
company groups each of which had representatives %t the battalion
meetings. ;, major obstacle to getting many wives to ý.he meetings
was their difficulty finding or affording adequate child care
services and facilities.

By Phase Three, the nucters of individuals (wives of
enlisted and NCOs) who reported that they were not members of0 any
formal wives group and who did not know about any such groups,
(about 40,0 of our interviewees) continued to be surprising. Most
enlisted wives expressed the idea that it was an NCO or officer
wives' prerogative or responslbility to organize and set up such
groups and functions. On the other hand, about half° of these
reported being part of informal groups of Wives which were orten
but not always organized around the com;any. These groups were
usually organized by one or more women who were simply interested
in doing things with other unit wives. They involved wives of
all soldier ranks (companies frequently have only one or two
married o:Ffcers).

When wives groups were supported by the company leadership,
they were especially effective in enhancing mutual support
networks among the wives and engendering positive feelings about
the unit. Support from company leadership included assisting
with dupli.cation, ensuring pre ettati;'es had timea with the
first sergeant to obtain training schedules and naMes of new
soldiers and wives, providing meeting rooms, advertising wives
meetings and activiti&e. Members of such groups always reported
numbers of examples of how they helped each other and how
important such help and their friends were. On the enlisted
side, the perception that the unit cares zbout them (expressed
through newsletters and at least one personal phone call) was as
important fot, ensuring that the wife had a positive attitude
about the unit and the Army as Joining a formal wives group.
Some described other informal groups which were not related to
the Army (e.g., wives around where they lived, church groups,
etc.) which were also especially effectlive in providing
friendship and support. Following return to CONUS, many women
expected that it would be more difficult to get together because
they were more spread out. However, some of the company level
wives groups which had functioned cl(sely in OCOUUS had already
held meetings In the States.
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Zn 11 of the 14 battalions, senior leaders reported that
either they or their wives were responsible to ensure that
enlisted wives were organized. In spite of this formal emphasis
on organizing wives, few of the officers' wives in about half the
battalions were aware of how enlisted wives were organized. Most
presumed that the senior NCO's wives arranged or guided such
organization. WG found ger:-ally little coordination among
officer, NCO and enlisted wives, the exception to this occurring
among those wives involved at the company level.

Fraternization continued to be reported in some units as a
reason for not associating with other wives. It is not clear to
us whether *this was used as an excuse for failing to get
together, whether husbands feared negative consequences (as some
wives reported), whether it represents c statement of discomfort
with perceived class differences, or whether thuse wives actually
believed such socialization to be illegal. At any rate, there
often seemed to be strong sanctions against mixing at wives
across ranks of their husbands. These barriers were noticeably
absent when groups of wives organized within the platoon or
company or outside or the formal wives group structure.

Morale Iss'ues

At the time of the Phase One interviewa, moSt wives we 2-tcke
wtth had heard that bhey would be moving as part ot the
battalion. Still, a number did not know that they were going,
and a few indicated that their husbands had not made a final
decision to transfer overseas (even though they probably had no
choice). One concern of these wives at the time was the impact
of battalion rotation on their husband's career. Many believed
that they would be "locked in" to a unit with limited chances for
promotion (again, this 15 4 COHORT issue). Also, in some
battalions soldiers who declined to remain with the battalion had
to sign a bar to re-enlistment.

Two major morale issues raised by wives were not
speaifIcally related tQ battalion rotation. These were
"perceived meanintfulness of husband's duty" and ' predictability
of his work hours." Wives will support long hours, but only when
they believe that soldiers' time is well spent. Many complained
that their husbands were attending to "busy work" during parts Of
the duty day, and then must wait around at the end of the duty
day for a formation which only tells them what time to report the
next day. In many units soldiers were held late for arbitrary
reasons; this was often coupled with resistance to allowing
soldiers to call home to explain that they would be late.

Most wives genuinely Looked forward to th2 battalion
moves. They reported that they expected to be well cared for by
the Army, the unit, and especially by other wives. Moving with
intact families was "great," and traveling with frleads would
provice them help in case of problems. In cases where a
particular wife expressed doubt about the move other wives
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frequentil tried to convince her of the merits of going overseas
as A group. The idea that "We will do this together, by helping
each other" was expressed often before and after the move.

"Io this battalion rotation process a number of wives of
lower ranking soldiers were now eligible to move with the
battalions. These women are naturally somewhat younger than the
average, and as such represented a high risk group for problems
of' all kinds. The fine support provided one another by unit
wives seems to have -prevented untoward problems in this younger
group.

SpoMsorship of incoming families was problematiz during
Phases One and Two for all battalions. (This continues to be an
area in which the Army can improve). Officera' wi7es were
generally well taken care of, and NCO wives frequently (but less
than half) had a "sponsor" to show them around and help them in
the first few days at a new post. It was rare for any enlisted
wife to report that anyone from the military contacted hqr during
this critical time. Exceptions to this occurred only when small
groups of wives organized themselves at the platoon level, or
when a particularly active wife of a small unit leader Cusually
at platoon level, often from a company) made it a point to ensurz

:ýat ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - -uhcnatW3m'A6 .a;eza the. pl~aj level,
usually resulted in long-term relationships between wives.

Among rotating battalions at ?hase Three thi large majortty
(about 80 percent) of wives reported having had a sponsor.

-Generally, these were reported to have providod outstanding
assistance, although a number reported sponsor's performance was
perfunctory or non-existent. By that time, many of the wives who.
had remained active In recruiting and organizing formal support
Sroups b~gan to experiesce frustration due to the difficult7 of
dealing with "uninterested" wives, the difficulty in getting
information diAseminated, and their own anger at the changes in
policy/information which they themselves had to explain and deal
with. In spite of this, their commitment was remarkable and the
majority of wives (we estimate over 90%) were informed well about
the mechanics of the rotation. Nevertheless, few wives had any
idea of what COHORT was or what the rationale was for stabilizing
battalions and moving them as a unit.

The Phase Three Interviews Indicated that from an
organizational perspective, the battalion moves were conducted
very well. The moving and inproces3ing support provided the
arriving battalions was superior to that given to soldiers
arriving as individual replacemnents. The major problems which
were experienced involved assignment of housing (and certain
assoc:iated pay probletms) and beliefs about unfair (unequal)
treatment. The housing issue seems to have had its genesis in

what would be done to support the arriving familie*. Many
believed that they would have immediate access to government
housing, or at least an sbund.2.ce of affordable housing on the
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economy near post. Each post kndled the housing issue somewhat
differently, usually providing the same number of housing units
to the incoming battalion as -4s vacated by the outgolug
battalion. Many families were thus able to move into quarters
irmediately. This seemed "fair" to the arriving battalions, but
terribly unfair to other community members who had been waiting
as long a& 18 months for that housing.

At least one comzunity held vacant housing open for up to
four months to accommodate the arriving battalion. It also
assigned a sister battalion to sponsor the new battalIon, and
detailed the sister battalion to perform a variety of tasks not
normally expected of sponsors to support the newcomers. Sponsors
resented this extraordinary treatment they were forced to render,
and considerable anger was generated. The arriving battalion
subsequently was unjustly blamec for a variety of ills in the
community. At the 3ame time, the arriving battalion believed it
had not received a "fair share," since members believed they had
been promised more than they had received. Although a severely
disruptive problem was found in only one community, it is
r-presentative of the more general s'.tuation in which morale was
affected by expectations and Information dissemination which went
awry. The problem stemmed from expectations that were set too
high due to misinformation cr changed information, and the
different circum&tances of each community. One overseas
community was believed to have had newly constructed housing
available for the arriving battalion. This ýecamj th "standard"
against which all others aSsessed their own treatment.
Naturally, none could match this, and having to find hiousing on
the local economy contributed to others' feelings of deprivation.

In spite of the fact that all member's of the rotating
battalions received a considerable amount of special treatment
(extra time on the housing list, weekend Inprocessin&, room
resenvations, buses to meet them at the airport, ground
transpcrtatlon after arrIval, ete.), the general perception was
that they did not receive any special treatment. In fact, one
reported that they should have received preferential treatment,
because 0 ... we are COHORT and COACRT is supposed to be special."

A rew spouses expressed concern about possible negative
reactions from othee community residents directed at members of
the battalions rotating OCONUS. This concern arose from those
women who had had negative experiences as part of COHORT company
rotation (e.g., they described how family members of some COHORT
urits were ostracized by other residents due to the special
prLvi1eges they received). Several such problems did occur, but
in onLy one- community were they serious.

The rotation did confer hardships on a limited numrr of
*oldiers and famiijes. Thus3 were people who were assigned to a
rotating battzlion overseas, and who then had to return to CONUS
(soMetimes to the same location they had left) with the battalion
in as little as 10 month3. Some of these soldiers had sold their
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homes, and their wives had given up good jobs. Although the
number of affected individuals was not large, this represents
military personnel decisions at their worst. Overall, however,
wives' high expectations were met ana they were extremely pleased
with the move and the care they received.

Sponsorship continued to be a problem for some families,
especially those returning to COUUS, with wives of enlisted and
NCOs alike complaining that no one met them, and although most
had a sponsor, a large minority said "we were on our own." The
advanced parties (whether or not formally assigned as sponsors)
apparently did providc consLderable help to most new arrivals.
Another aspect of sponsorship which was not managed well was
standardization of expectations and responsibilities of the
sponsors. These varied consideraC1y among the communities. In
some cases sponsors were expected to provide so much
extraordinary support that resentment and anger was bound -to
develop. la other cases, sponsors did very little, and had no
guidance on waat was expected of them.

Selection of' NCOs to remain in or join the battalion (and
rotate OCONUS) was also handled differently among the
battalions. Most required all eligible SCOs to accompany the
battalion or slgn a bar to reenlistment. One battalion sought
volunteers from throughout the division. This battaliou reported
having no difficulty filling its slots, and also had none of the
anger seen among the RCOs in other units who felt coerced into
remaining with or joining the battalion. NCOs who tlt coerced
were angry even if they stated that they otherwise wanted to move
OCONUS in the first place. Wives shared this anger.

Language training, a tool which could help wives feel better
adapted ro their overseas environment, was generally not
available. Mast wives had been offered the opportunity to attend
such classes in CONtUS prior to the move.

CommunLt• , Eftects

"Lessons learned" from previous company rotations were available
In the form of WRAIR Technical Reports, but these were apparently
not used above battallon level. For example, company rotation
clearly demonstrated the development of negative community
at.ttudes toward arriving units which received special treatment,
or were perceived as receiving special treatment. There was
little effort to incorporate this t.tformation in rotation plans
in a manner which would mialtgate the developmbnt or such
community attitudes.

A problea frequently reported by wives from all units
concerning the large influx of people associated with battalion
rotation was the Impact on health care facilities. Reports of
three month waiti•g periods for an appointment at the OBWZN
clIntas were common. One wife stated, "By the time ue get an
appotntment we're pregnant again."
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At Phase One there was no consolidation of plans or
information among the di1Ls~i.M staffs associated with the
rotating battalions, or among the communities which were
supporting them. (Each rotating battalion did work closely with
the unit with which it was trading places, including exchange
visits by soldiers and some wives.) Each division and rotating
battalion developed its own plans and information pamphlets, in
spite of the fact that most of the efforts and information werc
the same regardless of the unit Involved. Each community did
have a person (typically within the DPCA) who had primary staff
responsibility for coordinating battalion rotation. These
individuals should have established and maintained conmunication
across communities. Since the coordinating staff, of the DPCA
from at least two major posts had not received FSG guidelines, it
appears that HQDA policy guidance was not effectively
distributed. The source of this "shortfall" was due to the lack
of effectt.ve relationships between division and community staffs.

There was also no coordination between community support
agencies, and the 7arious wives groups in CONUS communities.
Again, this should have been coordLnated bf the person with staff
responsibility mentioned ahove. This continued until Phase Two,
by which time most such coordination would have been too late.
At that time, the community agencies believed that they could
handle the move with little interruption in basic services. Some
(such as the Army Community Service Lending Closet) were
beginning to expand their capabilities and supplies.

At the Phase Two interviews, Most plans for the rotation had.
been implemented. PCS orders had been processed, and decisions
concerning leaves, etc. had been made. Disruption ofconmunity
services did not occur. By Phase Three there were a number of
misperceptions concerning the availability of such services. For
example, in one community ACS received new supplies especially
for the arriving battalion, but was incorrectly believed to have
reserved those items only for that battalion. Housing offices
were believed to have actually moved families out of housing to
make room for the arriving battalions. There was no basis in
fact for these beliefs, but they were a source oa considerable
anger and resentment in the communities.

Summary and Recomemdations

rnrormatLon Diss~eonation

Considerable efforts were expended by each rotating
battalion ta provide family members information about the move
and its implications for the family. Yet many wives lacked
kryawledge and understanding of the battalion rotation program.
Thi.s was a persistent problem that continued to occur in spite of
conprehansive efforts on the part of each battalion to orovide
infonPatic. t.C thG~a• POiuses. Information dssemina&tLon, when
associated with the active support and involvement of company
level le&dership, was very effectIve.
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We recommend:
tea istic expeOctations regarding unit rotation shOUld be

set in live with what can reasonably be delivered.
While this goal can never be met in toto, military and
community commanders should make better use of various
installation information media to increase awareness,
foster commitment, and dispel deleterious rumors.

Q Information sharing across unit boundries, and
dissemination of after action reports must be improved.

1 Contact should be maintained with spouses who are
connected with the unit, even when those spouses are not
living in proximity to the unit in order to ensure that
they continue to believe that they are part of the
military community.

"o A clear definition of fraternization should be
promulgated, perhaps through an Army White Paper.

" Local news media (e.g., PAO) should be used to provide
greater coverage and information concerning the facts
and process of unit rotation. Such coverage should not
characterize the rotating unit as "spectal," nor should
it characterize the treatnent they recei-e a= special.

Wives Grouos

Organization of spouses in a battalion was generally from
the top down, i.e., a small group of dedicated officers' wives
serves as a catalyst for meetings, letters, etc. A relatively
3mall proportion of enlisted wives participated in these
activities, and this limited participation was in part due to
reticence or discomfort on the part of enlisted wives.

Each of the wives groups had developed a newsletter of some
sort for all battalion wives. But there were no attempts to
bring wives or the various rotating battalions together to
incorporate wives into the battalion rotation planning process or
to establish communication among them in order to allow sharing
of information or ideas. Most programs to organize wives were at
the battalion level. Attempts to organize wives within company
sized units were consistently successful 2- well as the mo3t
supportive of the wives.

We recommend:

0 Wives groups should continue to be encouraged, but
through organization at the company level. They should
be organized in a way that allows any wife of any rank
soldier to "run" them. Taeir voluntary nature should be
emphasized.
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"O Battalion level wives groups should serve to empower and
support the company level groups. Company Y.evel groups
can be most effective in supporting wives during
deployments, etc.

"o Informal groups of wives, even those with membership
outside the company or larger unit, should be encouraged
in the same way as formal groups tied to the unit.

"o Military u4its (company sized) should be resourced to
allow them adequate mail list management. As a minimum,
this should include micro computer support.

" Each (company sized) unit commander should ensure that
representatives of wives groups have quality time
scheduled with the unit first sergeant each month. This
is to monitor new arrivals and ensure adequate early
sponsorship.

Morale

Most of the complaints which wives did express were not
directed at their battalion, and did not relate to COHORT or
battalion rotatloa specific 3ausZe. The majority or wives
appreciated the move, were enthusiastic about it and reported
that traveling with friends, as a group, wAs superior to moving
on their own.

There was much concern among wives of the rotating
battalions about issues such as housing, finding facts about the
rotation, and any negative impact ofibattalion rotation on their
husband's "careers (the latter is actually a COHORT issue).
Installation communication media were not well used to publicize
iccurate information at each military base, or to help dispel
tiegatLve rumors and misperceptions affecting morale.

We recommend:

o Travel of wives with the unit and their husbands was a
very positive experience which should be used whenever
possible.

o provLdlng preferential treatment of any kind for any'
group is likely to cause greater morale problems than
any other solution to the problem. Such treatment must
be eliminated in every case.

o Military leaders at every level should seek ways to
reduce unpredictable and unnecessarily long ("make
work") hours for soldiers.

0 Child care facilities (availability and- hours) must be
expande.d if organization and integration of wives is a
priority goal.

38



Community Issues

Each of the military communities developed a reasonable plan
to handle the rotation of battalions In and our of the
community. Sharing of community support plans across military
communities was non-eXistent. Each community faced essentially
the same problems to help the departing battalions and to
integrate the rotating battalions which arrived, and each
community developed comprehensive plans which allowedi it to
handle the large influ" -nid departure of soldiers and families.

Each divist.on he. rters independently developed a plan to
rotate its arriving and .eparting battalions. There were many
commonalities in these plans, although each handled military
leave, shipment of vehicles, port call, etc., according to its
own design. There was relatively little early coordination
across divisions, and no attempt to develop a workable plan that
all could contribute to and follow. This resulted in a
considerable duplication of effort by staff in each division.

We recommend:

o Training In organizing and leading voluntary groups
should be provided to interested wives.

o Responsibilities of sponsors should be specified for the
Army as a whole. Unit and individual movements would
thereby be enhanced. Nominal remuneration of sponsors
for certain speclfied tasks should be considered.

o Spouses assigned overseas must be accorded the
opportunity to attend language training courses in the
overse&s location.

a Standardization or sharing of community support plans to
handle rotating units of any size should be implemented.
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1. Purose: To sumarize the attached manuscript, Comparative Wartime

ReplacUen-t Systems.*

2. Introduction:

a. The US Army has won each wnflict It fought. But, each time, the
things that were not done well became the focus of later studies. Despite its
victories, one key area in which the US Army has never done welT has been the
provision of replacement personnel to combat units.

b. After each American conflict, the question of personnel repTacement
received serious study. For example, years of Congressional hearings followed
the Civil War and extensive studies such as the re;ort of the Replacement Board
were conducted after the Second World War. Further efforts were done after the

- Korean and Vietnam Warn.

c. In each case, post-war studies were critical and found serious
shortcomings in replacement procedures. However, victory each time obscured
the * urgency of the lessons to be learned. For this and other reasons,
substantive improvement has never been made. The attached manuscript
represents one more attempt to focus an a serious problea that has wide-
reaching implications.

3. Methadoloev and Scoce:

a. Using a. case study approach, the paper examines personnel replacement
during high-intensity combat because an effective replacement system Is one
that can transition from peacetime operations ta support large-scale.
mobiTization and then sustain heavy casualt~Ies over a prolonged period.- If a.
.syste.m can meet these demands,. it can support low-intensity conflicts.

b. RepTacement systems exist to sustairt unit combat power. As defined by
the. new version of FFM 100-5, combat power depends an key ingredients of

CQammifed :a E -il~ce i Ddie of d9e 4Vz'on'
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maneuver, firepower, protection, and leadership. However, the current
definition of combat power omits the key ingredient of unit cohesion and it is
through this factor that replacement systems support combat power.

c. Cohesion is best examined through primary and secondary groups.
Primary groups range from crew through platoon; they fight the battle and do so
best when their members are closely bonded to each other. Attention is
paid today to the importance of primary-group bonding. However, the Army sees
the problem largely as one of leadership and is just beginning to examine the
secondary groups' role.

d. Secondary groups support leadership efforts by linking primary groups
stsuctur3llY to institutional goals and'there are key differences In how the
secondary group is defined. Whereas Americans noted the Army itself or the
nation-at large as being the secondary group, British and Canadian analysts
focused on the secondary group roles of companies, battalionsv, and regiments.
This emphasis provides direct, institutional linkage between the nation/army
and the primary group and It greatly eases the role of leadership.

e. The study covers 150 years from 1795 through 1945 - the French
Revolutfonary/Napoleonic Wars to the Second World War. This is when major
conflicts occurred and it Is long enough to provide historical perspective.
The study is limited to infantry replacement because this is comon and the
ability to provide large quantities of infantrymen has always been the most
difficult problem.

f. The study examined the American experience in the Civil War, the First
World War, and the Second World War. This had already been done but, limited
to American efforts, earlier studies focused on details rather than on
fundamental principles. To examine such principles, this study included
selected foreign experiences such as:

1) French efforts in the Napoleonic Wars and the First World War.

Z) British experiences during the NapoTeonic Wars, the First World
War, and the Second World War.

3) German efforts during the First and Second World Wars.

t) The Japanese experience during the Second World War.

q. Signfficant differences in phiTosophy, structure, and articulation
emer-ged bet.een the American replacement system and its foreign counterparts by
the beginning of the Second World War.



D8-ZB1 11 November 1986

SUBJECT: Comparative Wartke Replacl ement Systems

4. The Nineteenth Century:

a. Nineteenth century replacement systes were designed to support
maneuver or'mobile warfare. Tactical organization was flexible; as units
declined in strength, they were combined with like units to form maneuver
formations of the rightO size. For example, Napoleonic regiments fought with
3 - 4. battalions. But if the regiment contained only enough men to fill Z
battalions, it was combined with another to for= a 4-battalion *demi-brigade
"that maneuvered as if it were one regiment. However, each rump regiment
retained its own leadership, identity, and cohesion. Similarly, Union brigades
during the Civil War contained bet'ween 3 and 13 regiments based on the sizes of
the individual units.

b. Tactical units developed combat power by emphasizing primary group
bonding based on secondary group cohesion. Unit size was not deemed critical
to combat power - what mattered was unit cohesion. The philosophic emphasis
was on man as a member of a comunity rather than on man as an individual.

c. Men were provided to combat units only at the entry level and regiments
found specialists and NCOs from their ranks. Rarely were men brought from
outside the unit family to lead primary groups. Also, as trained infantrymen,
specialists could be used as such when required.

d. Replacement was decentralized. ExcepW in the American case, each
regiment was supported by an organic depot at home. Here recruits were
enlisted or conscripted - usually from the depot's region - and here they
were given basic training by members of the regiment. This focused as much on
regimental socialization as it did on military skills. Replacements then were
shipped forward in drafts of varying size under regimental leadership - Men
never moved as individuals. Once in the field, the replacement's prior
membership in the eegimental family gave him familiarity and enabled his
acceptance by veterans as a 'younger brother.*

e. In the field, unit strength was the colonel's responsibility - just as
was unit training. Colonels dealt directly with their depots and left generals
and their staffs to concentrate on operational matters.

S. The Twentieth Centurv:

a. The First World War was pivotal in American replacement development.
The objective then was not to create combat-effective units but quickly to
mobilize and field a huge force to give President Wilson the clout to dfctata
the peace. Supporting a.small, readiness-based ReguTar Army, peacetime
replacement machinery was clearly inadequate so new procedures had-to be

.. .:•T fctors dictated the course of devi.lopment:
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1) The First World War was an anomoly In that it was a positional war
-- the only time where specific unit strength seemed to matter. It was a
simple mathmetical formula, a unit not large enough when it crossed the line of
departure had Insufficient strength to gain the enemy's trench systems and
consolidate Its position.

2) Huge casualties caused the British ana the French (but not the
Germans) to abandon their nineteenth-century regimental depot systems--by 1917.
The new, centralized systems were those closely noted by American observers who
could not see that the Germans made the regimental depot system sufficiently
flexible to sustain their war effort.

3) The First World War occurred just as the American managerial
revolution was In its Infancy. As with new movements, its promise was greater
than the results it could achieve.* The factory model assembly line and new
principles of rational, objective management seemed to provide the tools
necessary to create the new forces.

b. The new American replacement system focused only on mobilization and
placed heavy emphasis on thd proper classification and use of each individual
rather than on the unit. It accomplished mobilization but was not tested in
sustainment -- the war was over before American units received prolonged combat
exposure.

c. After;'the First World War, the British rejected their centralized
system and returned to the regimental depot model that the Germans never
abandoned. As a result, the British, Germans, and Japanese all fought the

-Second World War with individual replacement systems firmly based on the
nineteenth century regTm'T ! tadepot model. In these systems:

1) Wartime procedures were identical to peacetime -- with Just an
expansion In scale. Each foreign system transitioned smoothly from peace
through m•bilization to sustainment.

2) Tacticzl organization was flexible, often deviating from that
officially specified. Although authorized four rifle companies, Brit'shbattalions reorganized Into fewer companies as their strengths declined -- often

being only company-sized when pulled for reconstitution. Their secondary group
cohesion enabled them to continue effective combat service despite 70 percent
losses.

3) Unit strength was deemphasized and the focus returned to unit
cohesion. Authorized 180 men, the typical German infantry company had only 80
by the winter of 1941. and German units couldn't requisition replacements until
at least 15 percent below authorization.
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4) Men were recruited, trained, and socialized by a rear echelon of
their combat unit. Training was done by men drawn from the unit family.

5) Men were shipped forward in packets oaf variable size under leaders
belonging to their unit. Further training occurred at each pause.

6) Prior socialization into the regiment -- the secondary group --
eased integration into primary groups. The leadership burden was reduced and
reconstitution could be done from a smaller unit core.

7) Men were provided only at the entry level. Battalions promoted
NCOs and selected veterans for specialist training. A battalion of the Irish
Guards missing a mortar sergeant merely requisitioned "Irish Guardsman, one
each* -- thus easing replacement complexity. The return of veteran riflemen
for specialist training combined combat relief with constructive employment a.,d
specialists could be comoitted with confidence as riflemen.

8) Rotation within the unit family was possible as men moved between
the combat elements and the training element: of a unit. This rested veterans
and'it brought the latest.combat information back to the training base.
Enroute forward again, veterans led the roolacement packets.

9) Administration was decentralized. Tactical units conmmunicated
directly with their depots and this reduced staff/administrative positions.

.d. The Americans placed Increased emphasis on the individual and on
managerial efficiency rather than on unit cohesion. The emphasis on the
individual actively impeded cohesion because it encouraged the soldier to focus
on himself instead of on the unit community. The emphasis on "management* led
to a rigid, overstructured, and overcentralized system that:

1) Focused on mubilization rather than on sustainment.

Z) Aimed to maintain unit strength even though it was recognized that
the Second World War would be a maneuver war. Easily measurable, strength
could be affected by sound management while, as an intangible, unit cohesion
was forgotten. Without structural support, leadership wIas expected to bond the
primary groups and translate strength into combat power.

3) Produced specialized soldiers as individual spare parts In an
assembly-line process. American riflemen theoretically ware not interchangable
with machine-gunners whereas the Germans Just had Infantrymen. While possibly
appropriate for mobilization, elaborate classification made. the system
unrespoisive during sustainmenr. The US Army had some 802 distinct specialties
-- as opposed to the 20 found in a German armored division.

4) Onsuccessfuily tried to provide individuals by grade and narrowly-

defined specialty through an intricate requisitioning process.
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5) Produced too many specialists and a critical shortage of riflemen by
November 1944. Through late 1944, infantrymen were dregs of the Arm.ý rather
than its elite.

6) Shipment of individuals as spare parts to be plugged Into unit
vacancies. Men were committed to combat within hours of Joining strange units,
before they had time to know or care about their comrades.

7) No rotation policies. Once assigned to a combat unit., an enlisted
man gained relief only through death or hospitalization.

e. The emphasis on the individual was carried to the point that whole
regiments were dissolved to provide individuals to fill shortages in conmitted
units. More than anything else, it probably caused the low volume of firs
noted by S.L.A. Marshall and William OuPuy.

f. Judged in terms of unit cohesion, the American system was a failure.
Ironically, ic was equally a Failure when Judged by its own objectives because
its very complexity made it impossible to maintain units at strength. American
infantry companies routinely operated with strengths no greater than their
foreign counterparts. A huge price was paid for a goal that -as irrelevant tu
combat power.*and couldn't be achieved anyway.

6. 1 Findings:

a. All replacement systems (except those used by the US during the
twentieth century) based combat power on secondary group cohesion Instead of on
strength. Combat power seems only tangentially-related to unit strength but
directly related to primary and secondary group cohesion.

b. With the exception of the Union system during the Civil War, all were
indivadua, replacaaent systems. However, each freign syste was able to
provide all echelons of unit reglacement as well. There need not be a trade-
off between Individual and unit reolacement systems.

C. All foreign replacement systems featured structural simplicity. They
focused on basic specialties and tnese only at the entry level. They required
minimal administration to accomplish their mission.

d. All foreign replacement systems were decentralized. The combat
elements and the training elements formed a single unit family. This e,1abled:

1) Socialization of the replacement into the unit family -- the
secondary group - before he saw its tactical elements. This institutional
structure facilitated leadership efforts to bond primary groups and lowered the
size of the unit core required to continue in combat.
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Z ) Training by men directly accountable who had a Orect interest in
training quality.

3) Rpplacement shipment supervised by leaders froin the unit family.

4.) Shipment flexibility. Drafts of any size from crew to company
could be shipped.

S) Individual rotation between ccmbat elements and training elements.
This relieved men from combat while constructively using their rest.

e. The close similarity in foreign replacement systemns indicates that
there is more commaonality than difference betvieen soldiers in different times,
conditions, or societies. This shouldn't be surprising -- different so'cial
structures, conditions, or levels of technology have changed neither human
.nature nor the principles of war.

7. Imolicarions:

a. Ever since the First World War, the US Army has emphasized management
and has modelled its replacement stru~ture and procedures on the factory system
to provide individuals as spare parts. This required a large administrative
overhead to supervise Increasingly intricate procedures and the American way
has baen fundamentally out of step with Its contemporaries. The Army achieved
success but that success was due to ovel-Ahelming materiel superiority rather
than to combat unit quality. Such materiel superiority cannot be assumed in
the future.

b. Evidence gathered tn this study indfcates that:

1). Personnel managemuent chilosooh-, should be reoriented to- :

a) Emphasize cohesion instead of strength. The institutional
focus should be on the secondary group to provide a firm structural foundation
for efforts by unit leaders to build bonded primary groups.

b) Focus on unit cctmvfunities rather thar Individuals. The soldier*
should find fulfillment not as an individual but as a member of the commuiunity.

2)The personnel management system should be restructured in
accordance with the following principTles:

a) Peacetime, mobilization., and sustainment procedures must be the
same to enable smooth and effective operation. The focus must be on combat
power, on what is essential, and on what can realistically be achieved.
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b) Decentralization of replacement procedures, responsibilities,
and authority.

c) Simplicity. Specialties must be combined to the maximum 'x'tent
possible.

3) The combat army should be completely integrated with the training
base at the unit level in order to:

a) Facilitate integration of replacements through prior
socializaticn.

b) Provide flexibility to ship drafts of all sizes.

c) Enable reconstitution from a smaller unit core. Army doctrine
currently requires a unit core of 60 to 70 percent of initial strength for
reconstitution. Yet units supported by regimental replacement systems only
required a unit cora of Z5 to 30 percent of initial strength.

d) Enable rotation of individuals to and from combat without
losing unit cohesion.

PETER W KOZUMPLIK
Major, US Army
557-76-0901

Tel: (202) 373-2517
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Abstract

This study examined the socialization and integration of
replacement soldiers into COHORT units. Three COHORT companies
from one battalion involved in a major field exercise received
replacem4nts. We interviewed the replacements and the squads
(inoluding company cadre) to which they would be assigned prior
to the exercise and observed the replacement process during the
*xerols. We alsn interviewed each squad with its new members
two weeks after the exercise was over. The interviews covered a
number of issues, including solaier expectations and experiences
concerning the replacement process, welcomin4 and integration,
leadership, enlisted-officer relations, and morale and
cohesion. Replacements were assigned to squads with the (brigade
directed) proviso that they remain in at least two-man buddy
teams.

Fears that replacements would not be accepted into highly
cohesive COHORT units were unfounded. The squads and sections
did a surprisingly good job of accepting the newcomers.
Horizontal cohesion was established quickly. At the same time,
the buddy team concept assured good mutual support to the
replacement. On the other hand, small unit leaders did little to
encourage the development'of vartioal cohesion. Most stated that
given the choice, they would assign replacements individually,
even it that meant breaking up pro-formed groups (such as these
buddy teams). Further, officers viewed the integraticr of new
soldiers with!z platoons and squads as an NCO area or
responsibility. We attributed leaders' lack of attentiop to
vertical !cohesion to 1) implicit rules proscribing informal
contacts among leaders and led, and 2) failure to recognize the
importance of small group ties or to capitalize on such bonds to
enhance psychosocial readiness for combat.

The report concludes with a series of recommendations
oncring unit. r•..t..t.tion . These include: 1) wider use of

the buddy teem concept for replacements, with crosslevelinS as
necessary to maintain groups ot new soldiers together, 2) train-
ing leaders and soldiers to recognize the importance of, and to
think in terms of, the cohesive military group, and 3) a require-
ment for leaders at all levels to be actively involved in the
integration of the new soldiers as a company Leader's (rather
than NCO) responsibility.
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Introduction

Recruitment and training replacemeats are major problems facing
any army. A critical but ignored consideration in the 7S Army
replacement process, howe :r, is that assignment to a unit does
not ensure integration into a team. New unit members, before
they are accepted and before they feel confident that they have
been accepted, simply do not make good soldiers. They are at
higher risk for stress breakdown in combat (Gal, 1183) and are
less efrective as soldiers. Com=untc?.tton and comitment are
factors which will decide the difference between winning and
losing on the future battlefield. Both factors are likely to be
lacking until the replacement is trusted and accepted by the
groLp. The prubie=s associated with reconstituttng units--
either from ,qurvivors of vateran comoat units or adding "green"
replacemen-ts to a unit--are not new. an the United States as far
back as the Civil War substitutes were scorned by combat
veterans, and new enrollees dreaded the proinect of being put in
with men who would taunt and despise them (Kellptt, 1982).
Stouffer et. al. (1949) discussed the difficulties green troops
sometimes had in World War II units, mostly because they were
viewed with mistrust and not easily accepted into their iew
Units.

There is a clear relation between quality of socialization
and integration of new membe:s into a group mnd later behavior
and adjuitment. Replacements often experience a period of
considerable stress prior to acceptance as "one of the group."
Future war -iill be characterized by high intensity and continuous
operations. In such a war, we would not have the luxury of even
a week to successfully integrate replacements into docimated
units. Ingr&han (1984) has shown that it usually takes two or
three days to see whether a new man will fit in, and tevi days to
dAtermine where and how. Early feelings of stress associated
with this period of anxiety often lead to dysfunctional or
tundesirable behavior. For example, Znarah"m Zound that one
outcome can be the use of illicit drugs. Some new soldiers can
gain quick acceptance through sharing this illegal activity.
Another outcome of this stress is dissatisfaction with the
military. Rock and Schneider (1983) found that failure to
properly orient and integrate new officers led to general
feelings of 3tress and decreased commitment to the Army over the
first six Months of assignment to the unit.

A study of how soldiers' spouses are integrated into the
community offers additional data on outcomes associated with the
socialization of newcomers. Schneider and Gilley (1984) found
thatý spouses 4ho were not well integrated into the military
community soon after arriving overseas were five times as likely
to return to 'the US 'tthin one year, compared with spou-es who
were well intaivrated. 1S*-* sp%'itss ý-ere aiel it-= l ia.-1" to
report that they wanted their active duty sponsors co remain in
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the Army. The implications of spouse integration for soldier
adjustment and performance are considerable.

Kozumplik (1986) has argued that all soldiers should bo
assifned to a new unit at the basic entry level, with training
the responsI3Jility of reglmental cadre. The purpose or this is1
Zo establish stroug secondary group ties (around the battalion
and regimental affilliatt- ,) which enhance cohesion and resistance
to stresi breakdown on the battlefield. Zn spite of numerous
studies, there has been surprisingly little policy and doctrine
to direct or guide the military replacement process at its most
criticil point- the first days in the small unit.

Our modern individual*replacement policy is rooted in Worla
War 1. During that time, the managerial revolution in thu United
States led to a shift in emphasis from the individual r.s part of
a group to classification of men based on their skills and
interests. Individuals with similar interests and skills were
treated as identical. The managerial revolution promised greater
efficiency in selection of people for a particular job, and thus
responded to the milita'y ijeed for rapid, efficient expansion.
Managerial efficiency was translated into the goal of making
"assembly line soldiers.' each of whom could fit in where a lost
or dyafunctic,.l ;--rt exietct (Kcumplik, 1986). The indiv•dual
replacement System begun in World War 1 is still in use today.

A modification of the individual replacement system was
implemented late in the Korean "ar. "Packets" of four "buddies"
were allowed to train together and be assigned together as
replacements to a unit. The idea was that they would remain
together, presumably in the same section.. The purpose of this
modification was to decrease stress for the newcomer, by ensuring
that he was already integrated into a group. This led to greater
cohesion and morale in that four-man tea=. Janowitz and Little
(1974), however, indicated that such teams often had difficulty
integrating into the larger co=bat unit. it is not disputed that
the US Ak my has continued to win while using the individual
repnlacement syst.en; but the evidence is clear that we have won
despite its obvious weakness. We have been relying heavily on
our overal1 .anpower and industrial superiority, advantages which
are hardly guaranteed in future war. Kellet (1982) demonstrates
that the weakness of the individual replac!oent system has been
recognized, discusses how lives and battles have been lost due to
this system, and examines personnel policies used by other armies
to prevent such problems..

The U 3 Army i. currently using a new manning system (called
the Unit Manning System) which is specifically designed to
enhance unit cohesion. This system establishes company cohorts
that --.4fYim 11 ~e wnt har for fth6ut thnro VARIS. Thie irnal of
increasing horizontal cohesion among lower ranking enlisted
soldiers has been realized (WRAIR TECHNICAL Report, 1986). But
the issue of providtng replacements to these units, while
maintaining high umit cohesion, has not yet been in7vestigated



systematically. If committed to combat, such unit cohorts will
comprise both soldiers who are intimately familiar with one
another and replacements who have trained together. Informal
lines of communication, and previous long term friendshtps among
the "old" soldiers could contribute to feelings of isolation,
lack of power, anxiety and stress on the part of the new
soldiers. 'In addition, extremely "tight" units, such as COHORT
units, might not be able to absorb losses. Some analysts have
argued that very close relations among soldiers could make their
grOUPs too fragile to tolerate casualties.

On the other hand, highly cohesive grou;. might be more
receptive to accepting newcomers, and do a relatively better job
of orienting and Integrating them. Recent military experience
with an airliner carrying troops which crashed at Gander,
Newfoundland provides some information on this (Ingraham,
1986). One company was devast.ated, but was successfully
reconstituted by cross-leveling 3quads from within the battalion
and fillin& Most remaining vacancies through individual
replacements from the brigade and division. Although it was not
a COHORT unit, the at'fected battalion was characterized by high
levels of cohesion azd stability consequent to six months'
service in the Sicai.

The implications for COHORT units of reconstitution for
leadership, cohesion, .and fighting power are not known. During
peacetime, personnel in COHORT units are stabilized for 36 months
since most members join the Army with a three year obligation.
This means that replacements due to simultaneous ETS will likely
require at least 50 percent of strength after 36 months. In
addition, some attrition (due to a variety of causes) does occizr
during the three years. The Army has no experience
reconstituting stabilized units during peacetime, and no policy
for reconstituting units badly mauled in combat. In addition,
the effects of wartime replacements on COHORT companiez 1s
unknown.

The purpose of this study was to examine and describe the
socialization and Integration of groups of new soldiers into
existing COHORT companies of one battalion. We focused on how
the process worked as a function of the Levels of cohesion,
beliefs, and behaviors of newcomera and soldiers in existing
COHORT companies.

Method

The study was conducted at several sites. Several groups of
soldiers were included: trainees who were to be assigned as
replacements to a COHORT battalion, soldiers in units which were
to receive replacements, and souads t sctua!2r r - C vl a
replacements. Soldiers were interviewed at their unit and during
a major fieJ-d exercise (Celtic CVoss I). To avoid sensitizing
respondents to the replacement issue, all questions concernin.
this aspect of the study were imbedded in other questlonsri
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(described below). Interviews were saupplemented by participant-
observation during tho field exercise.

The study was carried out in four phases. In the first
phase, squad-sized units were interviewed at the end of their
basic tra ining (OSUT) cycle. A total of 11 squads were
interviewed over two days. The soldiers (regular active duty
army) were later assigned to a number of different posts and
units. including the battalion of interest. The soldiers studied
in this phase were privates (E-1) through privates first class
(E-3). Questions focused on soldier expectations of their new
unit, but included others concerning their views of leadership
quality and their training about leadership and social relations.

In the second phase, three squads from each of the gaining
companies in the COHORT battalion were interviewed. At the time
of the interviews, no one knew which squads would receive
replacements. 'e therefore included one squad frou each platoon
of the three rifle companies involved, for a total of nine
squads. Interviews were conducted with the intact squad minus
cadre responsible for that squad. (Cadre were intorveewed
separately.) Soldiers interviewed in Phase Two ware Privates (E-
1) through Specialist 4's (E-4). The interv'.ews included
discussion of how new soldiers come to :it into a unit, as well
as their rval.uation of cohesion, morale, and leader-h!p in their
units.

The third phase involved observation and informal interviews
conducted in the field, 4n the days before and after insertion of
replacements. This was accomplished during a major Army field
exercise involving an entire divLyscn facing a selected
opposition force in extremeLy realistic rural and mountainous
fighting conditions. The purpose or this phase was to help
understand the replacement process in general terms. The focus
of the observations was to describe what happened to the new
soldiers as they went through the replacement process.
Interviews were conducted with the reeplacemen ts and persons in
the units around them to gain an understanding of these
'individuals' beliefs and reactioas concerning the replacements.

The final phase of the study two weeks after the field
exercise involved interviews of the squad members and chain of
command that had received replacements. A series of separate
interviews was conducted with the platoon sergeants, platoon
leaders, first sergeants, company commanders,. battalion command
sergeant major, and battalion commander of the gaining unit.
Here we focused on how the replacements were integrated into
their units, and the attitudes and behaviors at different
organization levels that facilitated or hindered this process.
Feelings of the squad (old members and replacements) concerning
the replacement and integration process were also discussed.



Results and Discussion

The individual companies were allowed to assign replacements
according to company needs. Hoe~ever, they were required by the
brigade commander to maintain the replacements together in at
least two man "buddy teams." We will first present results from
the first two phases of data collection and then discuss the
socialization process as observed in the latter two phases.
These will be related to newcomers' adaptation and rsported
stress. Finally, thene results will be discussed in terms of the
development of military cohesion.

Replacement soldiers interviewed during Phase One described
high levels of "bonding" with their squad and team members. The
greatest level of personal trust was reported in those
associations. Most also reported that they trusted the combat
efficacy of taeir fellow squad members. lnter-platoon
associations reportedly were not common, and few ftriendshipa
existed outside the platoon. Replacements were very anxious and
expressed much apprehension concerning their next duty
assignment. They expected that they would have to prove
themselves in some sort of unit ritual. Rumors of "thousand mile
road marches" and "hundred pound ruck sacks" were common. Above
all, soldidr3 feared rejection from their new unit. They
expected that it would be some time before they would fit in, but
were unsure how to make this happen. These soldiers seemed to be
highly enthusiastic and well motivated. Each group commented
that talking with a cadre member from the gaining units about the
new unit early on would have relieved them of much of their
apprehension.

During these interviews we also discussed a number of
leadership issues, including fraternization and enlisted-leader
relations. Without exception, these soldiers believed that the
NCOs who trained them were highly skilled and competent. At the
zame time, they reported having had little contact with any other
NCOs, and (except for- the members of one squad) no contact with
officers. Only three of. the* replacements had heard of the term
"fraternization." However, virtually all who had been appointed
to a leadership position had been told that enlisted soldiers
should not socialize with NCOs.

rnterviews during Phase Two revealed" that the gaining units
also comprised close, tightly knit groups. The concern expressed
by replacements about fitting in seemed well founded. Soldiers
in the gainLng units referred to member.- of their respective
squads as their Obr'_-%rs" and regarded their platoons wlike a
family." Each cf these tru.Q1s expressed confidence in their
ability to perfr rm well with thwir unit in a combat situatlon.
Tsiaqa rng(IT V-s4-- ---------- =j~~ muiZLPIG

croeo-platoon friendships, such that they were very familiar with
most other mem'ers of t~heir companies. They also clearly stated
that. they did not trust outsiders, that is, people who were not
"COHOPT trainel" with them. This sentiment was illustrated by
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one platoon sergeant, who said, "These COHORT soldiers are so
tightly 'bonded' that the cadre are the outsiders that have to
prove to the troops that we are worthy of them. These guys would
do anything for one of their buddies." The soldiers repeatedly
referred to themselves as "high-speed" and "the best."

Members of these units knew that replacements were scheduled
to be assigned somewhere in the battalion. There was uniform
concern that the "newcomers" would not be physically able to keep
up with their unit, and that they would not be as well trained
as the more "experienced soldiers." Each squad said that the
newcomers would be welcome if they didn't out-rank them, were
willing to learn, and could prove themselves to the experienced
soldiers. These COHORT soldiers had been together for almost a
year; none or the squads had had any dire:t experience with
replacements. Integration of new soldiers into such a squad
could te difficult. However, aL- welcomed the idea of receiving
new soldiers since they were understrength and replacements would
help to even out the load.

ln spite of their initial anxieties, the replacements were
accepted very well at the squad and team levels. During Phase
Three (the field problem) we followed the replacements from the
time they arrived at '-the brigade headquarters to tneir assignment
to a fire team. Both squad level cadre and soldiers made efforts
to welcome them, and get them involved with the mission. In most
cases, someone 'took them under his wing" and helped ensure that
each was made to feel part of the group. Usually the team leader
helped the replacement with those areas needing immediate
at-tention (introducing him to the other squad members, packing
his ruck sack, learning hand and arm signals, etc.). This
orientatlon typically evolved into an entire fire team effort,
with support coming from a number or individuals. The sentiment,
"they are our brothers," was frequently mentioned. Trust and
confidence levels of both newcomers and experienced soldiers
toward one another appeared hlgl withIn two or three days. The
fact that the units were involved in a rigorous field problem,
the replacements were able to keep up on tasks such as a forced
road march (thereby "proving" themselves), and were willing to
adopt the standards of the new unit certainly contributed to
their rapid acceptance by the group. As expected, the
replacements within the buddy tea&s also got support from one
another. They reported that their initial anxiety about fitting
in was rapidly alleviated, and they soon felt accepted.

The effectiveness of initial socialization at the squad
level is also demonstrated by a group of replacements which was
to be transferred to a different battalion at the end of the
field exercise. All replacement soldiers in that group asked to
remain with that: lateo . -- f tv yeL.. another
unit. Replacements requested tdis stability despIte the extreme
demands of the field problem and expectations of more of the. same
in their present unit. Each reported that he felt comfortable
with his new friends in his squad, and did not want to be a
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"newbie" again.

Horizontal cohesion thus seems to have developed rapidly and
effectively. This was apparently due to the outstanding job done
by the squads to incorporate new members, the fact that the
groups were sharing in a rigorous training proble2, and to the
new member's willingness to learn the ways of his unit. There
was no evidence to suggest that these highly cohesive COHORT
units would reject new members, or that the new mnmbers would
isolate themselves from the pre-existing group. Qaite the
contrary, well integrated squads insure survival by bringing the
newbLes on board quickly and correctly.

At levels above squad the welcoming process was less
effective. There was no Standing operating procedure (SO?) for
the integration of new soldiers. In fact, a number of officers
expressed the need for such a plan to handle the expected
replacements. The senior NCOs had already formulated and
promulgated such a plan, but it only covered where to assign
replacements, not. how to integrate them; furthermore, the 1ICOs
had not shared their plan with their officers.

Although a number of NCOs did greet and talk with the
replacements, there wa' little contact with the new men by senior

• COS and officers. Only one company commander and one lieutenant
had spoken with them within the first week of their arrival.
This reflected the stated belief of a number of officers that
greeting and integrating new soldiers is "NCO business.0 In our
view, this assumption contributed to some degree of distance
between officers, many senior NCOs, and the lower ranking
enlisted. Few unit leaders made an early effort to "kmow their
men." Thus, in spite of their acceptance and positIve attitudes
of the squads toward the new members, the senior cadre and
officers widely believed that the 19 replacements, as a group,
represented cast offs and poor performers (e.g. two had fallen
asleep o.1 duty- and one wanted to get out of the Army;.these were
also hot well accepted by their peers).. Such social distancing
and stereotypic thinking hlndered, development of vertical
cohesion. There is yet another important consequence of this
implied social distance. I most painful task of the commander is
to write a letter of condolence to a deceased soldier's next of
kin. 'he difficulty of writing such a letter could surely be
eased by havinLg some personal knowledge of the soldier, but
company officers confused essential information for future combat
with appearing too close ("buddy-buddy") to their subordinates.

Wde believe that there are at lIast two causes ror these

findings. First, as reported above, training of aoldiers

concerning enlisted-leader relations appeared to begin,
£nafor11rnl', du~~t'lZIC tilla. 74c tLnruzsr of Cft1s training
is that such relations are to be avoided. Furthermore, wn
observed surprisingly little informal discussion among officers
and NCOs. Small unit leaders, in general, are not attending to
the importance of developing or fostering vertical cohesion in
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their units.

Second, our leaders do not recognize the importance of
supporting and maintaining the primary group, nor do they think
in those terms. When introduced to the gaining squads, the
neplaoelheats were required, by the brigade staff, to remain in
buddy teams of at least two. This was done to eliminate isolation
and provide a sense or cohesion from the onset of their
assignment to the new unit. This idea met with much resistance
from the company level cadre. 7Lrtually every siall uni4 leader
reported that if the assignment of ieplacements were up to him,
he would assign replaceMent3.as individuals rather ttan in pairs
or groups. The leaders contended that replacements could not and
should not be assigned in order to ouild cohesion, but rather to
the squad that had the greatest numerical need. The-'r rationale
was: "If Z an down two men in three squads and I receive three
replacements then each squad should reccive one man, to even out
the work load. Equity is more importaat than keeping the trcops
happy." "Fairness" rather tdan combat efrectiveness was the
dominant issue for unit leaders. Thi3 conviction, that "spaces"
had priority over "faces", was held from squad leaders through
company commanders. Our data from the Phase Two interviews, as
well as research with other COHORT cr7apanLes, clearly show that
COHORT troops are well acquaintee with soldiers throughout their
companies. Such troops could not only easily adlust to within-
platoon leveling to maintain replacements together, but- should
have little prowlem with cross-platoon assi3gments. The small
unit leaders also reported thct they would assign soldiers as
individuals rather than as buddy teams in a combat situat-on.
This probably has its genezis in the Army's predominantly
individual replacement policies under which Most soldiers have
served.

Conclusion and Recommendations

We have examLrad Ghe Loc.alization and integration of
replacement soldiers into COHORT units. we round that fears that
replacements would not be accepted into highly cohesive COHORT
units were unfounded. In fact, such units did a surprisingly
good job of integrating newcomers, and quickly mitigated the
stress of being the replacements ("newbies"). Horizontal
cohesion was quickly and effectively established. This is
extremely important to the Army as it iLplements plans for
ref illing' COHORT units (which lose large numbers of soldiers due
to simultaneous separation) and augers well for the new CIM
(Concept Implementation Model) for those plans. On the other
hand, leaders did not pursue the development of vertical
cohesion. We attributed this latter rindlng 'to I) iMplic0L rules
proscribing informal contacts among leaders and led and 2)
failure to recognize the importance of small group ties, and
f'zil'u'a tv ezaabiisn, nurture, and capitalize on such ties to
strengthen psychosocial readiness for combat.



We, therefore, make the following recommendations:

11 Assigning and maintaainig soldiers who had trained together
in buddy teams worked well for newcomers and gaining units.
"Buddy-teams" felt well supported, primarily as a result of
aotl.os by members of the squads. Haring a familiar face
helped In the light of the considerable anxiety that all
newcomers felt. Assignment in three-man buddy teg 3 might
prove to bq even more advantageous to ensure that at all
times at least one buddy is available even when one member is
absent. 'd believe that the advantages of maintaining an
intact replacement group outweigh the potential problems.
The high levels of cohesion we observed at the platoon level
in COHORT units argues that soldiers could be shifted within
t he platoon to accommodate keeping small teams of
replacements together. We recommend that the Army ocnnider
using buddy-teams of two or three men to replace soldiers in
COHORT units.

2) The rapid acceptance of roplaoeen.s, and the extent and
quality of relations (crossing platoon boundaries) among
=cabczr of COROCT companies, suggests a reconstitution polIcy
for badly mauled COHORT units. The Army should adopt a
policy of cr.ss-leveling Croi larger units 'to fill the
smaller units. The policy could be based on the procedure
used by the 101s3t Dirision following the Gander disaster.
Squads could be transferred from elsewhere in the company to
the affected platoon, and from battalion to company. Other
replacements should be assigned In buddy teams of two or
three men. These would come from brigade and division, with
MZLPZRCEN filling tho remaining requirements.

3) At every echelon of leadership above the squad, most small
unit eer: stated they would assign repLacement soldiers
individually rather than in buddy teams. The historical "
importance of cohesive soldier groups to survival on the
battlefield has not been learned. There is as yet no
commitment in the Army to building and maintaining group
cohoesion, and few leaders understand Lts importance. Group
cohesion might be the single most critical factor capable of
iacreasing combat power; it is also one factor Army leaders
can Influence. Our soldiers must be trained at every Level
to think "group.* In terms of replacements, each service
school should discuss" how to teach Leaders to better
integrate and socialize new soldiers into the unit.
Practical emercLses, including role playing, should be
considered, along with development of a check List of what is

4) The Integration of new soldiers is viewed incorrectly by many
officers as an NCO area of responsibiit•y. The integration
of new soldiers is clearly a military unit r9sponsabili~y and
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a primary concern for commanders. Soldters do not fight asofficers, or as NCOs, or as enlisted soldiers. They fight asgroups,'in teams, squads, platoons and companies. This Mustbe uppermost in every soldier's thinking about how to win incombat. As such, the company commander should make an effortto meet and greet every new soldier, and should take anactive role in assuring the development of vertical cohesion.

5) We observed little communication among. officers, XCOs, andenlisted soldiers. This is a serious omission. Platoonloaders often had a poor undeostanding of what was going on,taotically or socially, among the enlisted soldiers and NC0sin their units. Yet, they mIght have to lead them to battleon the future battlefield. We oelleve that all company gradeleaders Must be taught the importance o. •iformalcommunication to reinforce the concept of "group" and"company.". We recommend that service schools teach theimportance,, particularly for officers, of using everyopportunity to talk with troops in order to keep theirfingers on the "pulse" of the unit. Examples of how and whento do this (such as during chow, whem off•cers frequently satalone) should be included for Junior leaders.
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Abstract

An initial analysis of the second iteration data utilizing
company-level means- from units that could be matched across
iterations reveals that, although the differences are not as
great as they were for the first iteration, COHORT companies
still have significantly higher cohesion scale scores than
nonCOHORT ýompanies. The relative ordering of overall scale
values remains the same from the first to second iteration, with
soldiers expressing more negative estimations of the vertical and
horizontal bonding in their units than other group-related
phenomena, such .-as combat readiness, Sense of pride, or
confidence in leaders.

Looking in particular at'horizontal bonding as measured by
Unit Social Climate, we find that despite significant declines
for COHORT-CONUS armor units and Light Infant:ry units, oll the
Light Infantry companies fall appreclably in their ranking vis-a-
vis other unit types. Using this measure, COHORT armor companies
remain as the "ost cohesive and nonCOORT field artillery
companies the least. CONUS companies generally faro'better on
Unit Social Climate than those OCOMUS, as we found in the first
iteration. however, the opposite is true in the second iteration
for COHORT Mechanized Infantry copanies. No significant
differences were found in Unit Social Climate by controlling for
line company vsesus headquarters/support company status.

By arraying company mean differences from the first to the
second iteration on Unit Social Climate, it was round that the
average company declined about one point, but that some companies
dropped as many as fifteen poLnts and others improved by as many
as thirteen points. By focusing on those companies with the
steepest declines and comparing their written comments with those
from sold1ers in companies with improved scores, it was
discovered that declines could be attributed to leaders who were
perceived as exploitative, unfair, incompetent, and oblivious to
the soldiers' needs and welfare. These problems in leadership
seemed to be manifested most especially by the scheduling of many
field exorcises with excessive periods of down time,. leading in
turn to a forfeiting of tiae for a personal and social life and
subsequently to & 1oss of unit morale. Company-level changes in
item responses tapping 3uch dimensions and consequences of
leadership proved to be- r rrelated across all companies with
changes in hor.tzontal cohesion as measured by Unit* Social
Climate.
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Introduotion

This fourth U1S Action officer survey7 report spotlights the
following:

1. A status update of field operations, response rates, and
data set construction for the four iterations of the
human dimensions survey.

2. Initial scale score and de*mographic comparisons for first
versus second iteration data Wtf a foQus on battalion
type and COHORT status as explanatory variables.

3. A more detailed examination of changes in company level
horizontal cohesion over time, as measured by Unit Social
Climate.

4. The thrust of futurt data ana&y'ses.

Survey Administrstion and Da:a Fils Uodate

We now have avallable an archivx•Le data set containing all
valid cases of :he first iteration questionnaire. The data set
reprC=Gntz 10, cc~pani'63, tcudir~i 4.5 whole Cat~os O.- a
total sample size of 9627. Analyses conducted for previous
technical reports did aot include all of the first. iteration
data. However, while the number of cases in subsequent table3
will therefore be larger than in earlier reports, the statistical
results do not signIficantly dlffer from those obtained with the
incomplete data sets. The substantive conclusions drawn from the
preliminary work remain unchanged.

For the second iteration questionnaire, we have a cleaned

data set with all available cases whose units completed this
version of the questionnaire. There are 9171 respondents in this

The third iteration of the survey instrument was mailed in
mid-July 86 and as of 31 October the majority of sample units had

* either completed the questionnaire or were scheduled to do so in
the immediate future. The total number of companies surveyed is
smaller for the third iteration due mainly to the shutdown of BDM
operations at Ft. Carson. We have begun data processing for 18
of the units responding to the third iteration questionnaire.

A fourth iteration questionnaire has been prepared. WRAIR
will provide personnel to the Soldier Support Center, Ft.
Benjamin Harrison, for the mail distribution of this instrument
in Februar7 1987, with the hope that the hulk of the battalions

The overalL rrsponse ratt is Lower for the second iteration
questiomnalre than uhe first (T1# versus 775). 3oth rates,
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howe. - are reasonable for our analytical purposes. COHORT unit
rp nae .Ates remain hiLher than nonCORORT rates (73% versus
66. k. nc" to much a3 to impair meaningrul comparisons between
these u, -laizas. Lower response rates appear to be due mainly
to s3' a. 4 nonavailability during the questionnaire
admiListz V .- n, rather than voluntary refusal to coiplete the
instrumer. 'See Appendix A, Table 1 for specifto response
rates.)

Demographic Comoarisons of ?irst and Second Iteration Resoondents

Despite the !act we had less tban 100% response rates at
both administZat.o'0s, the two samples equally well represent tho
company populattons from vhich they were drawn. Tbere is less
than a 6% difference on any one of the demographic categories
between the CAO iteration-, w1th the greatest di(ference
occurring in the proportion of soldiers who are currently carried
(from about 4210 to 481), a finding that makes sense given the
life-cycle progression of these units. The marital status
finding is c1.plemented by some apparer-t mavement out of the
barracks and into on-post housing (up to 16$ fro= 121).

Months in company 11% only up by three zonths, indicating
that some turnover has in fact taken place. Not aurprisin•gly,
this turnover is reflected mostly by nonCONORT .- diers, whose
months In company mean remains at about 14 for both iterations,
whereas COHORT soldiers reFort a jump from 10 months in the first
iteration to 15 months in the second iterattcn. (See Appendix L:
Table 2 for specific demographic comparisons.)

'e reported in the third technical report (Griffith and
Vaitkus, 1986) that COHORT soldiers in the first Iteration saz~le
were younger and rore likely to be single and living in the
barracks than the. - nonCOHORT counterparts. it remains the case
that COHORT soldiers in the second itoration data set are
slightly younger and more likely to reside i: the barracks.
However, at least Cor line companies, they are cow no less likely
than nonCOHORT 3olditrs to be currently married (about 46%).
Aside from these considerations and the fact that the age of the
COHORT companies theuseLves is generally less than nonCOHORT
companies, the COHORT samples Cor both iteration data sets are as
demographically equivalent to the aonCOHCflT samples as is

reasonable to expect.

Revising the Thruit of tee Data Analysil to Date

The motivating force behind the bulk of the analyses
contained In the OUS technacal reports to date was to develop
rellable and valic. scale zaiures ot the soldier's coafidence in
combat skills and wennons, conC'..ence in leaders, vertical and
hori~zontal. Qohezlou, anu wlt'"•~in i thi; ;;a_" za th

Army. By Zrouping these perceptions under the rubric "ofm
COhesion" or "the s3rlder's will to fight," ana.yses %cre
carr•'od out to show chat COHORT soLdiers (including those OZIT-



trained as well as personnel-stabilized) scored higher or. such
measures than ncnCOHORT soldiers even when controlling for other
variables. The intention, therefore, was to provide Army
polloymakers with data for an evaluation of its COHORT program.

At the HilLtary Ptychiatry Department's In-Procuss Review of
16-17 September 1986, it became clear that it was not enough to
know simply whether a company was COHORT in order to estimate its
morale or level of cohesion. One practically needed to take a
company by company approach in order to understand how any
company's growing pains or successes varied depending on such
complex variables as command climate and training
intenslveness. W e decided, therefore, that the survey (in
conjunctlo.n with the qualitative observations) should attempt to
idenitfy and examine as many of these unit differences as
possible before making generalizations. Furtdermore, since we
were really interested in group lovel phenomena, analyses should
be conducted with the company as the unit of analysis, as had
been done b7 the Army Research Branch during World War 11 (e.g.
ARB, 1944). In short, we will now do a greater service to the
Army by revealing and understanding how the various facets of
cohesion are related and change over the lift cycle of both
COHORT and nonCOHORT units.

The remainder of this report serves as.the first step toward
.alignlng the analysis with this new focus. It is a transitIonal
report, however, in that for the sake of continuity we WIll be
presenting changes in scale scores from the first to the second
Iteration with a concentration on COHORT status, much as we
planned to do orLginally. However, we will be sticking to a
company level analysIs- and then looking in some detail at those
companies, COHORT and nonCOHORT, whose horizontal cohesion scores
(as measured here by the Unit Socia-'. Climate 3cale) changed
significantly from the first to the second iteration. If we can
begin to discern those factors that may account for such changes,
either positive or negative, we may learn how to improve levels
of cohesion throughcu'. the ArMy system.

First and Second Iteration Comoany Scale Scores

In Graphs IA and 13, we present the company graLd means of
our cohesion scales for the first and second Iterations
respectively (91 matched companies). All scores have been
converted to the same 0-00 scale for easy comparison. We have
also enhanced their interpretation by drawing a horizontal line
at the 50 wark to represent the theoretical neutral point, above
which scores average to more positive responses, and below which
scores average to more negative responses. The scales displayed
are Company Command Confidence (CCC), Senior Command Confidence
(SCC), 5mzil-Gnit Command Conafdence (UCC), Concerned Leadership
(CL), 4cnse cf Pride (SP), Unit Social Climate (U,), and Unit
Teamwork (UJ). (The reader should consult Appendix A, Table 3
and previou3 UMS Technical Raports for definitions of these
scales and their statistical properties.)
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If ws overlay Graph IB onto Graph 1A, we detect small
downwaL-d shlfts on all of the scales, most on the order of two
points. All in all, however, these scale means show remarkable
stability over time, which probably attests to the rellabili.ty of
the scales more than anything else. The relative ordering of
scale values remains the same from the flrst to the second
iteration and, except for Unit Teamwork, all scales maintain
their position vis-a-vis the neutral line. The only
statistically significaat changes in scate scores dae to ti.me
alone are for Senior Command Confidence &n14 Cnit Teamwork. If we
rerun the data for first-term soldiers separately, the same
patterns emerge with slight decreases of a point or tuo on the
relevant scales. Although none of the scale maans stray too far
trom the neutral line, we conclude based on two iterations' worth
or data that companie3 express more negative estimations of the
vertical and horizontal bonding in their units than other relate-
group phenomena, su:n as combat readiness, sense of pride, or
confidence in leaders. Furthermore, this lack of bonding has
both affective and instrumental or tashc-related components, a:
measured by Concerned Leadership, Unit Social Cl..mate, and Unit
Teamwork.

We have information about four structural or descriptive
features of the 91 companies .w•t4 respect to which wu can
meaningfully group them. These features i'e COHORT status, the
type of battalioa uait to which the company be0ongs, assignment

.location, and line company statts. The distribution of compantes
by these reaturez is given below:

COHORT 51
nonCOHORT 34

MECHAUZZED INFANTRT 27
LIGHT INFANTRY 16
AIRBORNE INFANTRY 8.

ARMOR 27
FIELD ARTILLERY 13

comas 65
OCOUS (USAREUR) 26

LINE COMPANIES 73
OTaER COMPAUIES 18

We should note that the COHORT category includes personnel-aai - ra - 4

other than line include 15 headquarters companies, 1 combat
support company, and 2 combat service support companies.
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Taking one charactertstic at a time, knowing that a company
is COHORT or nonCOHORT is the most important of tkhe four in
accounting for variance on the cohesion scales across both
iterations, with overall COHORT company means being higher than
nonCOHORT means. Thu greater of these COHORT effects on
perceptions of Army group life, as we would expect, have to do
with company-levl. perceptions of personnel relationships, i.e.,
Unit Social Climate, Unit Command Confidence, Unit Teamwork, and
Concerned Leadjrship. The absolute differences are small
(between two and six points), and for the second iteration even
smaller, due t( 'l5ight decreases in overall COHORT company scores
and slight increases for nonCOHORT companies. levertheless,
COHORT companies statistically still have s3gnlficantl7 higher
means than conCOHORT companies in the second iteration.

The type of battalion with which a company is identified is
next in terms of Its importance in understandlng scale score
variation. in genera'., we can rank order the battalion types on
the Cohesion Scale6 a- follows from high to low:

1. Armor

Z. Airborne Infantry
3. Mechanized Infantry
3. Light Infantry
5. Field Artillery
The Light Infantry and Mechanized Infantry are given the

same rank because thty average out about the same over the two
iterations. However, one would rank the Light Infantry over
Mechanized Infamtry based on the first iteration data, and
Meoaanizer over Light for the second iteration. Armor units
maintain thSir superior. ranking despite slightly larger declines
In scores from iteration to iteration than for Airborne units.
Again, however, there is no more than a five point difference on
the scales at either point in time across battalion types.

Assignment location is a less important source of
diffeontlsatln than either COHOR: status or Unit Type, though it
does account for significant variation on all the oohesion. scales
across tine except Small-Unit Command Confidence and Unit Social,
Climate. The COMZS company means are generally higher than those
from USAREUR, although for the second iteration data these means
converge (CONUS down, OCONUS up) and often lose their significant
difference. Dtfferencis are never more than a few points.

.ine company status does not have a statistically
significant effect on company cohesion scores, except for Senior
Command Confidence where HQ and support companies have higher
scale means. (See Appendix A, Table 14 for the results of a
repeated measu'es'ana',yses of variance on each of the developed
scales for the 91 companies participating In both the first and
second iteration queazionnaire admia.lzra~iona.)
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A More Detailed Investigation of Changes in Unit Social Climate

We have withheld attempts at expl~ain~ing many of the r6sUlts
presented thus far because we have been speaking collectively
about a set of scales whIch, though cerrainly related at some
level, have substantially different content and analytical
properties. Likewime we have refrained from presenting page
after page of company means both because we did not want to
muddle the focus on patterns and directionality within the data,
and because we are niot yet close to being able to directly
associate criterion variables With the magnitude of such numbers
and their differences over time. We believe higher is better
given *the historical record for the kind of items that make up
our scales, but we do not yet know. how much higher is how much
better in terms of such variables as combat effectiveness and
sustainability.

WhiLe, admitting that the meaning of the size Of our average
differences remains problematic, we will use them in this section
in order to understand in depth w4hat happened to the scores On
one scale, Unit Social Climate, over time. The selection of this
scale for further analysis, as explained in the Third Technical
Report, is far froa arbitrary. Zt is our Closest, approximation
at this time for horizontal 5ondlng within the uni~t, with mor'e of
the actual or type of Items that have ahown relationships with
group military performance :rom the work of Wbrld War 11
researchers (egStouffer1  at al., 1949) to those of today
(e.g. Marlowe, 1979; Gal, 1983; Manning and Ingraham, 1983). It
is on Unit Social Climate where we would expect more companyr mean
variation to be explained by COHORT status, and this in fact !.s
the casQ. Furthermore, In the company characteristics model
prerented above, the explained variance on UNITSOC was higher,
than on any other scale for both first and zecond Iteration data
(R-squaredx.52 and .32 respectively). In short, It Is relatively
more Important at this juncture to understand UNITSOC scores than
other scale scores.

As we did at the end of our individual-level analysis Of'
Unit Social Climate for the Third Technical Report, Table 1
presents line company means for a. three-way company
classification. The means are ordered from high to low for the
first iteration, w4.th the second iteration means and their new
ranking beside them. 'do see the consistent fall In Unit Social
Climate scores for COHORT companies from *the first to second
iteration, with most on the order of two points. However, the
drop is not unifcrm, as Witnese8d, by the CCEIORT-Armor-CONas
companies (-4&.5) and the Light Infantry companies (-3.5). The
Mechanized-OCONUS cop~anies are the exception to the COHORT trend
with an increased mean of a point and a half'. The nonCOHORT

--~raaa ac t64.'aaýu pontiexcept for .tdo e nananLzea-
CONUS companies (.),and the Field Artillery companies that
experience a. point and a half decline.
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TABLE I

UNIT SOCIAL CLIMATE COMPANY MEAN SCORES
BY COHORT STLTUS, UNIT TYPE, AND ASSIGNMENT LOCATION

FOR FIRST AUD SECOND ITERATION DATA
(LINE COMPANIES ONLY, NaT2)

COMPANY LABEL ITER1 1A ITER2(RANK)

COHORT-ARMOR-CONrS 51.4 (.U 46.9 (1)

COBORT-ARMOR-OCONUU 4T.4 ;. 45.4 (4)

COHORT-AIRBORNE-CONU3 46.1 (3) 45.6 (2)

COHORT-MECHANIZED-CONUS 45.0 (4) 'iz.3 (5)

COHORT-LIGHT-CONUS 44.4 (5) L40.9 (11)

COHORT-HECHANIZED-OCONUS 44.1 (6) '5.5 (3)

N09COHORT-ARMORED-CONUS 42.3 (7) 42.8 (6)

COHORT-ARTILLERY-CONUS 42.2 (8) 40.3 (12)

NONCOHORT-AIRBORNE-CONUS 40.8 (9) 42.5 (8)

NONCOEORT-ARMORED-OCONUS 40.5 (10) 11.3 (9)

MONCOHORT-MECHANIZED-CONUS 40.3 (11) 42.7 (T)

NONCOHORT-HECHANIZED-OCONUS 39.0 (12) 40.9 (10)
NONCOQORT-ARTILLERt-CONUS 3'.8 (13)1 3..32 (13)

e------------------ ------------C ---- e ee e ee e ---------

N.3. Includes only those categories where at least three
companies are represented (excludes CORORT-ARTILLERY-OCONUS with
Hal).

C------------------------------ ------- ----~e-----------

67



Note that while the range of scores has diminished from the
first to second iteration (51.4 to 37.8 vs. 46.9 to 36.3), the
relative ranking of the company types remains roughly
equivalent. COHORT-Armor-COUS and non-COHORT-Artillery-CONUS
companies maintain their first and thirteenth rankings
respeotively, and there is a one or two rank difference for most
of the company types in between. The major exceptions are_
COHORT-Artillery-CONUS (four ranks down), nonCOHORT-Mechanized-
COMUS (four-ranks up), and the companies with the greatest ranic
shift, those of the Light Infantry (six ranks down). The top
five ranking company types share COHORT status at both
questionnaire administratlons.

These means across time are portrayed visually in Graphs 2A,
28, 2C, and 2D. The neutral line for this scale outs across the
page for all four graphs at the 115 mark. Graphs 2A and 28
present the first iteration data, and Graphs 2C and 2D the second
iteration data. Graphs 2A and 2C compare Mechanized Infantry
with Armor and Field Artillery units, and 23 and 2D compare
Mechanized. Infantry with the other infantry units, i.e., Light
and Airborne. COHORT-CONUS (CC), COHORT-OCONUS (CO), nonC.HORT-
CONUS (0C), and nonCOHORT-OCONUS (NO) are then compared within
battalion type where data are available.

We should notice that, especially with the decline in the
Armor-COHORT means, there is a general leveling off toward the
neutral line for the second iteration. Still however, the
ordering of company types remains fairly similar within battalion
types. For example, - armor units at both points in time,.
COHORT-CONUS companies .e followed by COHORT-COMUS, and then by
nonCOHORT-CONUS, and nor, 0RORT-OCOUS in terms of the magnitude
of their Unit Social Climate meaMs. Likewise, horizontal
cohesion means remain higher for COHORT than nonCOHORT companies
in both airborne and field artillery units, though by a little
less ror the second iteration. COHORT Mechanized Infantry units
as a whole show- higher cohesion than nonCOHORT Mechanized
Infantry units. However, in contrast to the first iteration,
this is due to the OCON'US-COHORT companies rather than the CONUS
ones.

'e might postt a kind of relative deprivation theory here
that says companies w:Lth especially high expectations for the
quality of their social interaction based oa their small group
structure (e.g. armor units), or "elite status" (e.g. light
infantry), or special training and labeling (e.g. COHORT units)
are more likely to be disappointed than their counterpart units
since their higher expectations are more difficult to meet.
Still, that would not explain why not all armor units or airborne
units or COHORT units decline, or -why some decline more khan
others, or why artillery units with "lower expectations" decline
still further. We are clearly missing some additional factor or
set of factors, a situation that necessstate3 some company by
company Investigation.
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If we were looking for a key to this puzzle based on the
foregoing analysis, we would logically look first at the
oompanies where the Sreatest deviations from the first* to the
second iteration occurred, namely Armor-COHORT-CONUS and Light
Infantry companies. But since we decided to do a full company by
company analysts, there was no need to limit ourselves to any
previous categorizations. Therefore, we simply arrayed all 91
companies at our dispo.al by their Iteration 2 minus Iteration 1
Unit Social Climate means. The mean of these 91 uean differences
is -1.1. However, the range is -15.5 to *13.4 with a standard
deviation of 4.0. The best thing to do seemed to be to look
intensively at the companies whose mean difference was
atypical. Companies which had mean differences which were more
than a standard deviation away from the mean of mean differences,
(i.e. those companies who were -5.1 and less, and those who were
+2.9 and greater were selected). This procedure turned up 12
companies with large declines and 13 with large increses in Unit
Social Climate.

Having identified these companies, we were still left with
the question of what to look tor. Qualitative data from these
units would be one place to. start, but while we have such data
from some units, for example the Light Infantry %to be discussed
ir. upcoming reports), we do not have them for all, for example
the Armor COHORT %nit that dropped over 15 UNITSOC points.
However, we do have the soldiers' written comments on their
questionnaires, which were specifically solicited for" the second
iteration. By comparing the comments of those companies that
went significantly down on URZTSOC with those that went
significantly -up, we might be able to isolate key variables
explaining those changes.

We read these sets of comments, and at least in a cursory
way, began to make obj4ective assessments of differing content or
issue areas. For the Armor COHORT company that suffered the
greatest decline in Unit Social Climate, certain issues quickly
emerged that were to become faL.-Iy commonplace tor the other
companies that also experienced large mean soore decreases. Some
examples:

This unit spends entirely too much time down range,
considering the reason we go down. Most of the time we
sit around for three to four days, just because there
is nothing to dot Morale gets extremely low because of
this.

The unit's NCOs do not respect the enlisted members as
soldiers. They think we are still damn trainees. Thoy
need to stop and think about how they want us to
respect them. But I can tell you this, us EM are

up to them in a presentable manner, but it didn't
work. That is the reason for low company morale and
other related problems.
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The leadership in the unit isn't all that I expected.
They tell you to keep good morale, but do not provide
adequate extra-aurricular activities.

We go down range too goddamn much. No time for a
social life.

... Also when we are not in the field, we are almost
always doing stupid things to impress somebody who you
never see and could care less about what he thinks
about yout

... The numbers game should not be played to make higher
ranking personnel look good for OERs and promotion, by
time we are spent SIC down range.

My unit claims that the family is important, but so far
they have made it so there is no home lifi or time with
family. My company is at a very low morale right now
(this includes enlisted and NCO) due to the way we, are
treated. The unit spends way too much time down range-
-250 days last year. And when we're not with our
unit, we're being attached to so.e othcr unit.

It seems like the NCOs are assholes. They think they
are COHORT tool How many of them can you talk to? 01

Exploitative leaders, uncaring leaders, and excessive time in the
field, especially if it includes a lot of down time, are
mentioned over and over again by members or companies with steep
UNITSOC declines:

In my unit they never tell you how good a job you're
doing when you are trying to do your been.

It's not rigtt to get cursed out everyday tor no
reason, ..

I COOL this init's field time Ls too constant. No time
to take carE of personal things...

Very dissatisfied on how you are treated as a person...

The leaders in this unit do not care about the men only
that we put on a show for them...

This unit has a bunch of back-stabbing SO3s. Many lack
knowledge of' what it -means to be a real NCO and
G, "".;f•-. Ti dann BN is mainly concerned aoouz going
into the history books as one of the greatest at our
expense.
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I have witnessed unprofess3ona& officers degrade NCOs
in front of troops. Also, I have witnessed a Warrant
Offi,:er in my battallom level maintenance show complete
disrespect for officers in my battery to include XCOs
and belcof..To siMplify it, officers don't really
communick4e with me as a Private.

We spend a lot of time in the field doing nothing
unless an officer is around.

My company has a very weak, backstabbiag, and
unknowledgeable and biased company commander. te has
truly lost his men's respect. Our first sergeant is a
liar and has no backbone as far as taking care of his
people. I have grown to hate this COHORT unit from
experience.

Lack of fairness and a sense that leaders are incompetent
become additional areas for loss of morale:

I really don't believe this type of Army is going to
help our country's national defense. Most of the
officers and NCOs are just here to draw a paycheck.
The w~y that I feel is: What if we really had to go to
war. 7 cannot be sure if I could trust my leaders to
know what the fuck-they were doing.. Most leadera don't
seems to know their shit.

The NCO- were not introduced to us until after basic
training. They seem to rate people on favoritism and
controllability as far as from one NCO to another.

Lack of Consiste•rt standards and discipline..

Also, it seems that discipline depends on how the NCO
or CO feels, rather than what the act was, itself.

L have a black friend aid he want AWOL for some days
and he was punished by extra duties and denoted to Z-1,
whiah he was a PFC. Then two CPLs (white) went and for
the same day(s). They were not punished.

The biggest problem I see iJ that NCOs and especially
officers get a chip on their shoulders... When you run
into one who does not know what he is doing, he or she
will plow ahead acting like they know what they are
doing.

There are, of course, unit specific problems tha goet
mentioned, e.g. racial prejudice, Lack or privacy, drugs, and
alcohol. With L-espect to the use of drugs and alcohol, however,
tne solaiers trlemselves see tnese as merely symptoms of the
larger problem:
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The pressures put on people in the army cause them to
tense up and people either smoke a few joints or they
drink like sailors. I don't like drinking so I mellow
out my way. Can you help?

I think that the Army may be better only If the
soldiers stop doing drugs. They do it because they're
depressed.

The fact that all of these things contribute to a loss of
horizontal bonding, but shore up the validity of our Unit Social
Climate measure, is clear:

The backstabbing for approval and low life techniques
of attempting to make rank are many times
disheartening. I find this unit not working together,
but working against itself a majority of the time.

It's bad to see this _brown-nosing because those same
SM's are going to war with me and when I need them,
t1e7 are not going to be there in the rough times.

Never in my life have I ever felt more mentally weak
and unstable. If we went to war rignh now hajlt or us
would kill the other halt.

One of the problems with asking for open comments on an Army
survey is that their valence tends to be exclusively negative.
For the companies then that significantly improved on their Unit
Social Climate, there was certainly no dearth.'of criticisms and
complaints about the Army. However, while we did not test this
in a rigorous or quantitative way, the tone and content of
Comments from units that improved in their social climate was
qualitatively different. Complaints centered more cn tangible
th.ings like poor Army pay, benefits, food, equipment,
tr~nsportation, standard of living, and physical conditions in
the barracks. Lack of schooling opportunities and recruiters who
lied to them are also among the problems mentioned most
frequently by soldiers in these companies. One definitely does
not read in such companies about the kind of alienation,
backstabbing, drug use, thorough disgust with leader practices,
and loss of heart that one does with the companies on the other
end of the UNITSOC change spectrum. In fact, there seem to be
fewer comments about anything at all, and even an occasional
statement complimentary to the Army.

The Army Research Branch in World War 11 CLRB, 1943)
recognized that the "intangibles," e.g. fairness, being told why
a task is necessary, and officer interest in the personal welfare
or his men, were more important Ln establishing unit morale than
the "tangibles," e.g. food, shelter, pay, and medical care. So
this is nothing new. What we are attempting to learn now,
however, is bow, given certain structures like COHORT that are
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designed to enhance horizontal cohesion, units may still change
with respect to their degree of cohesion due to other factors.

This analysis is just at the beginning phase, but looks
promising. By using the soldier's comments and other qualitative
data from the field, we can begin to zero in on the factors that
inhibit Oc promote cohesion over time and construot hypotheses.
For example, based on the foregoing comments, we would say that
loss of UNITSOC is based at least partially on declining
evaluations of the comuand climate as well as a sense of lost
time for a social life. Let us approximate ths former by company
mean changes on Concerned Leadership and the latter by the
changes in response to the item "7 have enough time to spend with
family members and friends." The correlation between Unit Social
Climate change and Concerned Leadership change is .87, while the
correlation between Unit Social Climate change and Time for
Social Life change 1s .52, using company mean changes as the unit
of analysis. These high correlations lend credence to the
hypothesis that horizontal cohesion is associated with leadership
practices and perceptions.

Pending further analysis then, we will conclude this section
with the message that unless soldiers perceive genuine interest
and concern from their leaders, and this concern and interest is
su-tained over time, horizontal bonding will diminish. COHORT
companies, due to thetr h-cher level of horizontal bcnd••; to
begin with, appear to be especially vulnerable in this regard.
In. addition, the horizontal bonding of soldiers is less likely to
deteriorate if the soldiers feel they have enough personal time
to escape from one another now and again. In particular, if the
keeping of soldiers :in tLe field for long periods of down time is
mission essential, that Justiftcation has not yet been
internalized by the soldiers themselves. And this, of course,
can be related back to leadership quality itself.

Plans for Future Analyses

We have Just suggested that more work needs to be done
investigating changes in horizontal bonding over the two
iterations, either by way of Unit Social Climate or some refined
version of Lt. In general, the scales developed in the first
iteration analysis, though still reliable in the second, could
use some fine-tunIng and streamlining. Certalnly: we need to be
core parsimonious in the number of scales we deem to be important
to understanding Army group cohesion. For example, though Senior
Command Confidence is a very reliable scale, it does not really
mean very much since soldiers often write in the 2argins, whether
they respond to the items or not, that .they don't know who their
Corps Commander or the Army Chlefs of Staff, etc. are and what
effect these officers have on them.

At a minimum, as we have begun to do here, we need to model
facets of cohesion with respect to one another, instead of
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tr ting them as simultaneous outcomes of some structural
variable, be it COHORT, type of' combat arms unit, or something
else. COHORT itself should be viewed a3 having an effect
primarily on horizontal bonding, with vertical cohesicn, quality
of training, etc. acting as independent influences on such
bonding. Horizontal bonding itself then may be theorized to have
an independent effect on other group-related perceptions, e.g.
company combat confidence, or individual-related perceptions,
such as sense of pride. These kinds of models would definitely
take us in the right direction to understanding how the separate
dimensions of what we have broadly referenced as cohesion are
interrelated.

Given the importance of a stable core of personnel in
company group life, actual turnover rate from iteration to
iteration should be considered as an additional vaetable for
statistlcal control in analyzing company means. For the sake of
comparison, we will redo some analyses only with individuals we
can match by SSAN for both iterations. In addition, more
individual level analysis will be carried out since it is only at
this level that we can understand fully the effects of length of
time in the company in the company or perceived turnover of
personnel. The individual level also remains important for
-'anned var;aceG componct. aualyse3, e.g. we know rnat company
identification accounts for between 5 and 8 percent and battalion
identification for between 2 and 4 percent of the total
individual variance on Unit Social Climate from iteration to
iteration. With the receipt of squad and platoon identity
informatioan for the third iteration, *e will be able to ascertain
stLll further the relative importance of group level for
ex'ilaining variations in cohesion perception. We can then break
out more meaningfully the relative importance of perceptions
regarding the different levels of leadership.

We will begin a more decallel analysis of the soldiers'
wrLtten comments ann develop workable categories for issues
raised. Theory development and testing will commence In earnest
for the interaction between social supports, duty stress,
perceptions of Ar-ay group life, and psychological well-being. We
are preparing for the analysis of the third iteration
questionnaire that includes new items on battalion rotation, PCS,
and buddy network estimation which will open up new points of
interfacing with the qualitative data collection. Finally, we
hope to begin establishing historioal norms for some of our
survey iteas by going back to World War It data with the help of
Dr. Wfilliam Reeder, Cormerly of the Army Research Branch and now
professor emeritus from Cornell University. We indeed have a
formidable research agenda before us.
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SURVEY REPORT IV: Technical Appendix

Mark A. Vaitku3, Ph.D.
Research P3choLoCgist

CPT, MS

Department of Military Psychiatry
Di•i•ion of Heuropsychiatry

WZlter 348d AIry Ifiatitt•o of Research
Washington, D.C. 20307-5100
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TABLE 1

RESPONSE RATES FOR UNTTS PARTICIPATING U• FIRST AND/OR
SECOND ITERAI1 OH QUESTIONNALRE ADILNISTRATIONS

(BASe ON NUMBER 8URVETED/I'U1BER AiSIGNED TO COMPANT)

FIS ITERATION SECOND nsA0N

ADVMZMITRATION DATES 85 W -85NOV 85NOV-86MAY

OVERALL RESPONSE RATE 76.6% 71.2%
(9016/11712) (8594/12065)

COHORT RATE 78.1% 73.3%
(6121/7837) (6259/8535)

NONCOBORT RATEE 73.6$ 66.2%
(2895/3935) (2335/3530)

CONUS RATZE 77.3% 68.9
(6442/8330) (5004/7258)

USAREUR RATE 74.8% 74.7%
(2571/3442) (3590/4807)

1.B. For the first iteration, information concerning number
as3igned was not available for 12 companies and, in the case of
the second Lteration, for 8 companies.
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TABLE 2

DEMOGRAPHIC COPARISONS OF RESPONDENTS WHO BELONG TO COMPANIES INCLUDED
IN SOTH TEE FIRST AND SECOND =ZERATION ADMINISTRATIONS

" (NMJMER OF MATCHLIG COMANIES291)

FIRST ITERATION SECOND ITERATION

RACAL BACGROtJND (8607) (7541)
White 63.3% 62.8%
Black 25.2 24.7
Mexican American 4.0 3.9
Puerto Rican 3.3 3.4
Other 5.2 5.2

MARITAL STATUS (8581) M7501)
Not/Never Mar•ied 52.6% 48.2%

*Presently Harrie d 42.4 48.4
Separated 2.1 0.6
Divorc d 2.9 2.8

RESIDENCE LOCATION (8356) (7466)
In the Barrac.s 58.2% 53.91
On-Post Housing 12.1 15.8
Ott-Post Housing 29.7 30.3"

EDUCATIONAL LEVEL (8631) (7547)
up to 11 ream. 7.2% 6.25
12 Xrs./1.3. D•.ploea 63.6 68.0
Ove. 12 Years/COllege 29.1 25.8

RANK (8669) (7505)
Junior Enlisted 67.41% 65.2%
HCO3 27.9 29.1
Orfticerm 4.7 99,64

AGE (8435) (7374)
Mear (Years) 23.6 24.0

wt,"I IN COg•AT (852T (6739)
Mean 11.4 14.6

(TOTAL SAMPLE Nf) (8719) (7593)

N.B. 'the number of' VaA.id C&S-2 :01r each variable is given in
parentheses to the variable Label line - Perootag4es in this or
subselaUn, tah1,,e- ,,ay net :z.. tz !C'-; 464 ýw euuadiing error. ior
the second Lteration questtonnuire, the maritaL status category
"not sarried" va3 changed to *never married." Also, the
eduoational level categories were changed rrom ones designating
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ranges of years to ones incorporating both years and
diploma/degree lavels.Rank was phrased in terms ot open-ended pay
grades in the tirst iteration as opposed to olose-ended ones in
the seoond. The "months in company" variable only inoluded pay
grades EI-E8 and 01-03 for the first iteration, but in addition
included no members of the battalion staff for the second
iteration.



TABLE 3

DEFZNITIONS OF SCALES PREVIOUSLY DEVELOPED
"FOR THE. OMS FIELD EVALUATION

There are twelve scales that were developed in previous
anaLyses of first iteration data that we can replicate for the
second iteration. We briefly lay out the meaning of these scales
below, although the reader should go back to the first and third
UMS Technical Reports for information on their construction,
item-total correlations, and otdar statist!cal'properties.

1. Company Combat Confidence (COMPCON): Measures
perceptions of company combat readiness, level of
training, and quality of weapons for company-level
pers*nncl.

2. Senior Command Confidence (SENICON): Measures
confidence in the tactical decisions of the battalion
commander on up to the Army General Staff for all
personnel.

3. Small-Unit Command Confidence (UNITCON): Measures
combat confidence in the company cc=.zandr on dowa the
leadership chain to the individual for Zl-Els.

4. Concerned .Leadership (CONLEAD): measures
Qerceptious that officers and NCOs are interested in
the soldier's welfare and feelings. E1-E4s only.

5. Sense of Pride (SENPRID): Measu"s the individual's
pride in the Army, including his company, as well as
sense of belonging for all personnel.

6. Unit Social Climate (UNZTSOC): Measures perceptions
of trust, closeness, fritadship, and reliance among
soldiers mainly at the company level tor E1-EZs.

T. Unit Teamwork CTEAMSOC): Measures perceptions of
cooperation and loyalty between soldiers in the company
and their XCOs and officers for all personnel.

8. General Well-Being (GOW).: Measures the individual's
perceived lack of distress, depression, anxiety, and
presence of health, energy, and sureness of self for
all personnel.

9. Army Satisfaotion (ARMISAT): Measures satisfaction
with Army pay, benefits, security, way of life, unit
- 4 - uy hours, and location for married
soldiers.



10. Life Satisfaction (LIFESAT): Measures satisfaction
with marriage, health, neighborhood, friendships,
standard or living, and education for married soldiers.

11. Spouse Support (SOCSUP): Measures perceptions that
soldier's wife can count on neighbors, friends, Army
leaders or, agencies for help. For married soldiers
living with their wives.

12. Psychological Sense of Community (COMSEN):
Measures invoLveMeft in community, trust in community
leaders,. and perception that community would band
together in an emergency. For married soldiers living
withb their wives.
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TABLE 4

REPEATED MEASURES ANALYSIS5 OF VARhANCE FOR TWELVE SURVEY SCALES
(RACH WITH 91 MA7CW~ PAIBS OF C0M!ANfY PlEARS)

WITH BMTWU COZQANT EFFECTS FOR COHORT STATUS, UNIT ?'IPE,
AZSIG14iT LOCATION, AND 1.124 COWANY STATUS

S . LCG TCO AND WANMRtT315I4.5 ITER2254.1 NE=:*51 -RUGU 17-85

arrWEEI COHPAXT 1!FECTS: F VALUE

COHORT/ncniCOHORT 11.2"'9
Unit Type 5.7"'0
O3NU5/OCONUS 1.6'
Line/Other O.g-

WITHIM COMPAl4 EFFECTS:

TizefCOHORT/riornCOHORT 46
Tim*'Ctit Type 0.6

TieClMj3/0c0KU.3 1.6"*
Ti~m*Lin&WOtb.^r G.8

3CALE23MCION GRANID MEAN rrE12slT.8 MTR2s17.3 KEUT*15 RNGEa5-25

BETWEEN COMPILIT EFF-ECTS: I VALUE

rCIOHOT/uncCOHORT 6 .7"'
Unit Type 2.80
Clous/Ocoffus 7.6"
Linft/Oter 76

TiadCOH~ORT/locC)OffORT
?Tms'Uait Typ* 3.9"
Tim'§CNUZ/O4O.NU3 3.6
Timala.'i /ther 0.3

*?<~.01
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(TABLE is Cont±inued)

SCALEaUNITCON GRAND MMAI ITERI.36.g ITER2=35.7 NEUTa33 RNGEa11-55

bETWEL-1 COWANY EFFECTS: r VALUE

Unit Type 34
coNus/oco0Nus 1.8
Line/Other~ 3.7

V-THIN COMPAr1y EFFECTS:

Time 1.6
Tix*9C20H0R%"/nonCOH0RT 7 .66#
Timstlzit Type 3.20
Tima'C0NUS/QCONUS 4&.0*
Time'Line/Other 0.0

SCALE--CONLEAD GRAND %TAN MITRis2L4.7 rTER2=23.9 utNels RNGEx9-45

B~E-WEM C D.NY- EFVECTS: r VALUE

COHORT~/moaiCOliRT 40f
Unit Type .10

Line/Other 0.3

T ..i. 0.0
Tim.@'COEQRT/anoncORRT 9.400

TimO nel~/thl 0.0

&P(.05

**'F(e.00QI



(TABLE 14 Continued)

SCALEzS-zNPRTD GRAND MEIN ITER1=26.4 ITER~z25.9 NELU=2L4 RNG-E=8-4~0

BETWEEN COMPANY EFFECTS: F VALUE

COEICRT/noriCOH0RT 1."
Unit Typo 9.0"*'
CtNUSI'OCONUS 6.04
Line/Other 0.3

WITEX.N COMPANY EFFECTS:

Tim 0.1
Tize&CCHORT/,iorC0HORT 5.1'
TItme*Unit Type 1.9
Tiao#CONUS/OCONTJS 3.14
TimetLizn./Cther 0.5

SCILEzEUNITSOC GRAND MEAN ITEE1m43-6 -ZTER2z42.5 NEt~Txl5 RNGEzlS-75

BETWEEN'COMPA' tY EFFECTS: F VALUE

COHORT/non.COHORT 511.149*
Unit Type 7.8"'
CONUS/OCONUS 2.0
Line/Other 0.9

WIT~N COMPANY. EFFECTS:

Tizms 0.5
Tim*COHORT/mnnCOHORT 6.90
TimetUait Type 2.1
TimsfCONUS/OCONUS 2..3
Tiz.'Line/Other 0.1
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(TABLE ~4 Conxtiniued)

SCALESTEAMSOC GRAND MEAN ITERIxS1.2 ITER2=1i4.4 NEUTallc RNCEx5-25

DBrWM C0OWANY EFFECTS: F VALUE

COHORT/ nonCO11ORT 30.10*'
Unti. Type 7.6"'*
coNUSIOCCoNUS 1.
Linu!Other q

WITHIN C0MAaT L' ECTS:

Time 5.2'
T.Lme#CC0RT/ncnC0H0RT 9.8"*
Tim'Uai~t Type 4.0"*
T~me*C0NUS/0CoNUS 4.*
TL=*eLine/Other 0.l4

SCAL~zGWB GRAND MEAN =E1=61-3 T.!TR226J4.2 NEUT2NA RNG~zsO-110

BMW'~ COMPANY EFFECTS:FVAU

CO SORT/manCOH0RT 88
Unit Type 19.2"'*
G0NUSI0C0MUS 16.8"'0
Line/Other 5.7'

IJITM COMP.~ANY EFFECTS:

12.4"'0
'Tim.'COHORT/orioCOHORT 2.0
TL-m*Uait Type 1.7
Tima*CONt1SIOCONUS 0.0
Tl=#Line/Ot~ftsr 0.5

#P<..05
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(TABLE 4 Continued)

SCALEnARMYSAT GRAND MEAN tTER1241.3 ITER2=4¶.8 NrEUTsa4Z RNGE=14-7O

BETWEEN COMPANY EFFECTS: F VALUE

COH0aT/aonCOHQRT 1 '
Unit Type 11.2*4#
CONUS/OOcNL'S 3T.440**
Li.ie/Cther 3.6

WTnMW COWQARY EFECTS:

Time 5.50
Tim**COHGRT/rnomCOHORT 3.6
Tims'Uzailt lype .3
Tiue*COOV/CNUS 40
Tims1Line/0tkher 0.1

SCALEaZLEESAI GRAND HME rT:ZRla43.9 TTER2ux&3.8 NEUTx36 RNGE212-60

BETWEM~ COMPAN! EFECTS: F VALUE
COHORT/zwnCOSO~R 0.2
Unit Type 12.2'00
COIMS/OCONUS 18.7*9*
Line/Other 1.0

4ITH= COMPSNr EFFECTS:

Time 1.1
T - e O H0OR T/ no a O 0C040T0.
Timc*Unit Type .
TimO.*ONU3/0CONU3S 3.5
?TuelLine/Other 0.0

OPe..05

09icZ.0O1



(TABLE 14 Continued)

SCLLE=SOCSUP GRAND MEAN ITER1z16.5 I MR2zlT.1 NEUT=15 RNGEx5-25-

BETWEEN COMPANY EFFECTS: F VALUE

COHORT/nonCOH0RT .-
Unit Type 0.9
C0O4US/OCOKU3 0.2
Line/Other 0.2

WITHIN COMANY EFFECTS:

Time 53
Time.*COH0RT/nonCOH0RT 2.T
TimetUnit Type -P
T~ime#CONUS/0OcNUS *0.14
TimeLi~ne/Other

GRAND MEAN( IT1".'321.4 ITER~z14.6 N=Ix215 mNGr5.25

E~?d (~r~AN~~FECS: VALUE

COHOFT/aonCHOHRT 0.7
Uni~t Type
CONTJS/OCONTS 0.1
Line/Other 0.0

W=MS COM QANY EFFECTS:

Tim& 11.9*
Time*COHORT/nonCOHORT 5.0*
TimefUait Type 1.41
Time**CNU3/0O~NUS 41.40
Time*Line/Other 3.0

*24K.051

X.B. Degree3 of1 f'reedom are (1,83) for all effecots except for
Unit Type and .the interaction of Unit Type stud Time where
df:CL4,83). Unit Type loevlt9 Iincudt 'iz&~ &t&ry, Lignt
Infantry, Alrborne Infantr-y, Armor, and Field Artillery.
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